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 INTRODUCTION

This World Disarmament Kit is designed to cnable an intelligent
* lay person understand and help resolve the critical issues which
.confront us in 1977 concerning the arms race. The kit begins with
An assesgment ~f the high stakes involved and with a self-survey,
The: sufvey highlightsmdifferentmperspecttvcv-cn'thé”ame“fééé"ﬁﬁd“presente
alternative vaiue choices as well as factual questions. PART II includes
factual data indicating where 30 years of the arms race hasg taken us,

PART IIT presents contending perspectives on the arms race,
each of which seeks to achieve some form of naticnal security.
PART IV presents a wide variety of proposals for reversing the
arms race by gaining broader arms control agreements and by taking
steps toward d;sarmament.

_ PART V describes the existing bi-lateral and multi-latoral

. Arms control agreements and provides a table of countries indicating
which treaties they have ratified, PART VI introduces the wealth of
proposals which have been put forward in international organizations
'to reverse the arms race and suggests how such organizations' role
in achieving disarmament could be improved.,

PART VII introduces the Peace Initiatives Strategy for moving
toward disarmament., It includes a statement of the related goals
which must be achieved to aid in the disarmament process and presents
over 30 specific peace ifuitiative acts,

Disarmament issues which are likely to be decided in the
near future are presented in PART VIII. The kit concludes with a set
of resources for action on this problem,

i

The material selected for inclusion in this kit introduces the
problem of disarmament and how to achieve it. The kit is based on
these assumptions:

1. The trend toward higher and higher levels of armaments in
more and more states threatens everyone and should be reversed.

* 2. The nuclear and conventional arms rrces are not a product of
anyone state or anyone social, economic or political system,

3. ‘There are specific acts which this country could initiate which
it has not yet done, which could gain the agreement of adversary
and allied states; these acts when part of a non-military, security
strategy, are in the best interest of this country; they are not a
threat to it.

3 .. 4. International organizations have a constructive role to play
in reversing the arms race.

5. Industrial, labor and community economic self-interests are not
the primary reason for the arms race; conversion from military to
‘non-military production is a problem which can be resolved if the
security issue is resolved.

We are grateful to many for their contribution to this kit. Previously
copyrighted material is indicated in the body of the text.

Robert Woito
Editor
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I. INTRODUCTION
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AL A Stike

Fhe stakesin a compmued e ms race, e achiey-
ing purity or mdisartnament are estremely high,
Thus, citizens ol this conniry need 1o reassess their
dssutnptions and attitudes toward the arims race
and to consider alternatives (o i, We need cach to
answer these questions:

L Nuclear War: Will currens policvdead 1o or
prevent nuclear war!!

Public concern about the threa) of nuclear war
has diminished significantly since the 1950, but
little hus changed 1o justify current complaceney,
bcthe 18 vears prior to the Partial Test Ban Treaty
(1963), 477 nuclear rests were condueted. In the

Sthirteen years sinee the treaty. there have been 494

underaround tests.* The speed of delivery systems,
the number of nuclear powers, amd access 10 nu-
clear weapons technology has cach ingreased.

The U.Ss development of cruise missiles with
pinpoint accuracy, along with the Soviet's “silo-
killing™ farge missiles, have rekindled deceptance
of the countertoree™ strategic doetrine, The
counterforee strategy targels primarily military in-
stallations, thus making limited nuclear war think-
ible,

Recently five arms control experts concluded
thar, given continued proliferation of nuclear
powers and weapons and the absence of effective
internutional wuthority, nuelear war is “likely by
1999
2. Conventinmal War: Will current policy lead to
or prevent conventionul war?

Untilits Tase week, World War 11 was a conven-
tional war. Since then, there live been over 113
comventianal wars, with casualties averaging over
130,000 people per veun G
Bk Baraabs and others a0 ihe Stoackholm tnternational
Peace Researdh Instirure. World Armaments and Disarma-

ment, SIPRT Yoarbook, 1975 ambrdge: Nassachuserts -
stitute ot Techmalows Prea 1978, pp S141 351

UUNUclear W by 190 pant Do Richard Garwmn,
Geoge Ristkossbon Georee Rathgens and 1 homas Schell
s arsard Vavacie' D Nosengber TOTS Vol 78, No. 3,

PRI IS repnmred s Crerens Lanngar, 1976, pp. 3243,
Paper By bramos N Beer, U Thow Mudh Wi Histary? s,
IO e abwe The Wages of Mar, 18161005 A Statistical
Handbook, 1 O Sineer and A\ Sl (New Yark: John
Wiley 1972y

T naby M odd Armaments and Disarinment, SIPRE Yeur.
Boak 1978 s 20 0 O estunates place the airrent
totalat choaser 1o S T2 Bl Aol Per e

*Reprintod
World Without War
820, Chicago,

P, 60663,

<

From Poljcy Statement on Avrms Control
Issues Center - Midwest,

The workd arms trade has increased from about
$300 million in 1952 (o the conservative estimale
of about $4 billion in 1974, with the inerease aver-
aging 15% per year in the 1970%s.+ In addition, the
domestic manufacture of weapons in developing
countries and the level of armaments in nearly all
150 nation-states is increasing rapidly,

Conventional war and nuelear war are inestric-
ably linked. To change one without altering the
other is to transtorm radically the balunce of
power. We cannot realistically expect the nuclear
bowers to continae a nuelear disarmament process
unless conventional forees are included. In addi-
tion, conventional war could esealate into nuclear
war. Thus, a program aimed at general and com-
plete disarmament which does not address con-
ventional war, cannot hope to achieve its objee-
tive.

3. Nutional Security: Does the armns race guar-
antee ar threaten national security?

Without attempting to apportion blame, it is

beyond doubt that both the U.S. and the U.S.S.R.
are currently commitied to use, divectly or in-
direetly, military force to retain or advance their
interests, The Soviet Union’s level of armaments
and its actions in world politics are a major threat
to world peace, The increases in Soviet strategic
forees, the build-up of the Soviet fleet, the level of
arms aid to North Vietnam after the 1973 cease-
fire agreement and aid to Syria, Cuba, and a Fae-
tion in Angola clearly indicate the Sovier Union’s
intention 1o use force 1o ahcieve its ends. For its
part, the United Stales has continued qualitative
refinements of its weapons svstems, aided South
Vietnam, Israel, Iran and a faction in Angola, and
continues to sell weapons at levels estimated from
4 to 12 billion per year.
Ao World Communitv: Is military deterrence be-
vween hostile nations and ideologies essentiul Lo
global problem solving or does it undermine any
constructive effort?

The industrial revolution has created an ceon-
omically interdependent world, The quality of
life, threatened by war, is also threatened by
problems no nation can solve alone: starvation,
enviromnental deterioration, population growth,
resource depletion wnd a complex of new conomic
problems, including inflation and trade. This gen-
cration has the opportunity to decide whether
that imerdependence will promote a world com-
munity capable of confronting these comnion pro-
blems or whether cach sectarian interest will jus-
tify violence to achieve its particular end.,

and Disarmament,
L1O S. Dearborn, Suite

Reprinted with permission.
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I, INTRODUCTION: At Stake (continued)

One of the most dramatic changes in world
politics since World War Il is the increase in the
number and functions of international organiza-
tions. In addition to the United Nations Security
Council and General Assembly, there is a family
of functional U.N. and other agencies at work on
specific problems like hunger and health. There
are few patches of earth 10 miles square which
have not been touched by their programs. These
efforts have helped bring people of different
nationalities, cultures, ideologies, races, and
religions into cooperative efforts to overcome
common problems. To the extent that such inter-
national organizations succeed, they help create a
sense of world community: a feeling of common-
ality or political identity evident in the expectation
that change in world politics will occur without
violence. But when such institutions’ actions and
resolutions produce the expectation that change
can occur only through violence, they destroy a
sense of world community and limit their own
effectiveness.

Both the nuclear and conventional arms races
starkly reveal the pre-eminent role of fear in world
politics.” If we can reverse those races and reduce
that fear — so pervasive that it is a common, un-
stated, presupposition of contemporary culture —
we will be creating a climate in which global pro-
blem solving is possible.

5. Resource Waste: Are valuable resources wasted
in armaments or are their costs the price that must
be paid for security?

In 1975 world expenditures for military pur-
poses approached $300 billion dollars.* 400,000 of
the world's scientists and engineers are eﬂgaged in
military research and development.*

It is tempting to look at the U.S. arms budget,
then think of domestic programs that need fund-
ing, and conclude that cutting the one will finance
the other. But it is misleading because before there
can be much progress toward disarmament a non-
military means of conducting international con-
flict must be created. Such an alternative to war
will entail new costs, such as the cost of new in-
spection and verifications systems; it will clearly
require new risks and new institutions. It will in-
volve planetary bargaining over new terms of
trade, access to markets and access to raw mater-
ials. While reversing the arms race will free many
resources which could be used to improve the
economic circumstances in which we live, it is dif-
ficult to forecast whether the savings will be used
to reduce taxes, fund dome<*:z nrograms, increase
international assistance, fund new institutions or
some combination &0

People who disagree about how to spend such
savings should be able to unite on creating the sav-
ings. Our conviction, however, is that resolving
the security question is part of a successful disarm-
ament campaign. Thus we have emphasized what
is required to achieve that goal.

6. Democracy: Are democratic values apphcab/e
to international conflict?

lnternally, the U.S. has little to fear and much
to gain from disarmament. There would, of
course, be problems for industry and labor of con-
verting to peacetime production.' But such
adjustments can be planned. And overall, Ameri-
can democracy and the future of democratic prac-
tices will be enhanced if the arms races can be
reversed. Centralization of authority, the relative
power of the executive branch, the size of military
organization, the role of intelligence agencies will
all be diminished. Dictatorships, however, lose an
important justification for repression when the
threat posed by an external foe is diminished. Mil-
itary power is an appropriate means for bringing
to power and maintaining various forms of dicta-
torship. Work on disarmament by democracies
which takes intelligent account of the war-making
capacities of other powers, is not a threat to the
democratic tradition. It seeks to fulfill a central
value in that tradition: the achievement of institu-
tions capable of nonviolent conflict resolutlon in
world politics.

'See Albert Camus, Neither Victims Nor Executioners, (Chica-
8o World Without War Publications 1971) or Paul Fussell, The...
(freal War and Modern Memory, (New York: Oxford Univer- :
sity Press 1975).

‘Ruth Sivard, World Military and Social Expenditures, 1976,
(Leesburg, Virginia: WMSC Publication 1976) distributed by
World Without War Bookstore.

*Barnaby, World Armaments and Disarmament, sipri Year-
book, 1975, p. 102.



I, INTRODLCTION: B,

NATIONAIL SECURITY AND THE ARMS RACE: A SELF-SURVEY

Most people agree about the cost aud waste of resources involved in the current nuclear and conventional

aruis races. Ne

arly $300 billion is estimated to have been spent on armaments world-wide in 1975, Yet, we live

in a time of increasing insecurity and fear growing out of tlhie awesome dangers of nuclear war and the grim
reality of conventional war,

But if people agree about the dangers and waste involved, there is little agreement about what alternative
there is to either nuelear or conventional arms races. One point of division concerns the Soviet Union’s threat

to the United States

and whether Communism is an expansionist ideology; others argue about the degree of

the United States’s responsibility for the arms race and its global purposes. Nothing has proved so effective in
maintaining the arms race, as each side blaming the other for each new round. o
Others point out that no one has died from a nuelear weapon explosion during a war since 1945. In the last

30 years over 150,000 people per year have died in near|
volved the super-powers directly and have often
ideological hostility.

y 130 conventional wars. These wars have rarely in-
involvéd national, tribal, religious or social rather than

This self-survey is designed to introduee contending perspectives on both the nuclear and conventional

arms races.

It should aid those ecommitted to a position to rethink their assumptions and basic choices. It

should help someone uncommitted to a position, to identify the choiees between perspectives and between

alternatives to the arms races. In addition, the fae

A.  Perspective Choices

1

ro

O
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Wha is Responsible?

a. The United States and particularly the military-
industrial complex, has provided the pressure for
the arms race.

b. An expansionist Conmnunist movement, with
many centers but one ideology, has sought world
domination and has blocked disarmament agree-
ments.

¢. The rich elites in developed countries fear the
power of the poor in developing countries.

d. The fact of history is that what peace there has
been, is a product of a balance of power. Blame
human nature if you want.

¢. The interaction between the two super-powers
provides the basic dynamic which is fueled by
technological innovations and ideological political
differences.

Why Have We Been [nvolved in the Arms Race?
a. Thereis no good reason.

b. Because we live in a deeply divided world with
other armed powers and our own armainents are
essential to our security.

¢. Because we have not developed and tried an al-
lernative to military means for achieving security.
What Are the Obstacles to Disarmament?

a. Psychological identification with' the nation-
states now stronger than ever.

b, The inability (o negotiate agreements on signi-
ficant disarmament steps despite many years of
cfforts.

¢. A rapid-pace of technological innovation and a
recognition of how important such innovation was
indeciding the outcome of World War I1.

d. The built-in momentum of the arms race.

¢. Societal identification of violence and man-
hood orstrength.

-}
-

~

tual questions help clarify where we are now.

f. Peace organizations who seek (o disarm one
power in a field of many and who offer no alterna-
tive security strategy,

4. What Are the Realistic Goals the U.S. Should

Seek?

a, Military supvriority at each level from guerilla
warfare to strateg ic nuclear.

b. Pariiy or equivalence between (he nuclear
super-powers,

¢. Minimum deterrence — a small, invulnerable
force which can destroy say 100 cities.

d. Unilateral disarmament.

¢. General and complete disarmament under cf-
fective international controls,

5. Who Should Decide Such Basic Questions?

a. The President and his top advisors.
b. The Congress and its advisors.

¢. The U. S. public.

d. International Ofganizations.

6. How Should Specific Decisions Be Made? Such as

Whether to Build a Particular Weapons System or
Not.

a. By the President in consultation with the Joint
Chiefs of Staff.

b. By Congress.

¢. By popular referendum.

d. By international organizations,,

Whoever Decides, What Should Be the Principal
Standard?

a. Our national security.

b. Our domestic needs.

¢. World social and economic needs,

d. Whether or not the decision advances us
toward a world without war.
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Self-Survey (continued)

1. Factoal Questions

/.

In fiscal vear 1976, the U. S. Militery Expendi-
tures, were approximatelv:

a. $50 billion

b. $70 billion

¢. $90 bitlion

d. S100 billion

. In 1975 world military . apenditures are estimated

ut.!

a. $200 billion
b. $300 billion
¢. $500 billion
d. $600 billion

. Which of the following spends the highest per-

comtage of its gross national product (GNP} on
military expenditures?

a. the United States

b. the Soviet Union

¢. the Developing Countries’

" d. the NATO Allies

. The Waorld Armns Trade (sales and »rants of arma-

ments between nations) in 1975 s stimated by
the U. N. Secretaryv-General at abont:

a. $1 billion

b. $3 billion

¢. S12billion

d. $20 billion

L An 19724 the world's per capita income:

a. grew rapidly

b. remained about the same
¢. decreased

d. decreased dramatically

. Berween 1960 and 1974, the accumulated total of

world economic aid was about:

a. $14 billion (or $1 billion per year average)

b. 360 billion (or $4.2 billion per year average)
¢. $125 billion (or $8.9 billion per year average)
d. $400 billion (or $21.4 billion per year average)

_In 1976, there are how many countries with nu-

clear weapons?

a. five

b. six

¢. seven (if Israel is counted)
d. ten

. Within two years how many additional countries

could go nuclear if they so decided?

. at least 12

b. atleast 30
¢. at least 60
d. nearly all of them

. In 1975, the U. S. and the U. S. S. R. possessed

about how many straregic nuclear weapons?
a. about 100 each

b. about 1,000 ecach

c. U.S.—8,500; U.S.S.R. — 2,800

d. U.S.—10,000; U.S.S.R. — 10,000

10.In addition to strategic nuclear weapons, the U, S.

possesses about how many tactical nuclear
weapons?
a. 1,000
b. 5,000
c. 10,000
d. 22,000

11.How many of the following multi-lateral disarma-

inent agreements has the U. S. signed?
a. Antarctic Treaty (declares areaa

disarmed zone) .. yes no
b. Partial Test Ban Treaty (on
nuclear explosions) yes no

c. Outer Space Treaty (prohibits orbiting
nuclear weapons and all military

activity in outer space) yes no
d. Treaty for the Prohibition of

Nuclear Weapons in Latin America yes no
e. Treaty on the Non-Proliferation

of Nuclear Weapons yes no
f. Treaty Prohibiting Nuclear Weapons

on the Sea-Bed yes no
g. Convention prohibiting biological

warfare yes no

12.Which of the following bilateral treaties have the

U.S.andthe U. S. S. R. agreed t0?
a. Memorandum establishing the

“hot line"” yes no
b. Agreement to Reduce Risk of

Accidental Nuclear War yes no
c. Strategic Arms Limitation

Agreement—ABM Treaty yes no
d. Interim Agreement on SALT yes no
e. Threshold Test Ban Treaty yes no

13.How is compliance with these various treaties cur-

rently verified?

a. Byinternational inspection

b. By national means of verification (satellite re-
connaissance and espionage) and consultative con-
ferences

¢. By on-site inspections

d. By electronic monitoring by international
agencies :

14. What international organizations are involved in

arms control and disartnament issues?
. The U. N. Security Council
. The U. N. General Assembly
The International Atomic Energy Agency
. The International Red Cross
All of the above

o a0 g
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Self-Survey (contimicd)

I5.0n the bilateral S AL T aihs now i progress what

agreetent is rone beine sonoh?

a. Restrictions on quulitative relinements (i.c.
improved accuracy) of CRISMEDR Weapouns systems
b. Reductions of the mmiber of stiagegic delivery
systems

¢ A ceiling on the nuniber of straregic delivery
systems at 2,300 for cach power

d. General and complere disatmament under ef-
fective international controls

6. What does the Non-froliferation Treaty require

of nations which sign it

a. That those which have nuclear weapons tech-
nology not expaort it to mations which do not,

b. That non-nuclear naticns using nuclear re-
actors for energy sources do so under strict inter-
national safegnards (o prevent their developing
nuclear weapous.

¢. That cach nation seek general and complete
disarmament under cffective internaiional con-
trols.

d. Alloftheshone,

ZHow wany people s 1t osturated that o limited

nuclear artack on {5 aditary tarvets would kill
directly?

a. 100 million people

b. 21 million peaple

<. $million people

d. cvervone

dswers to Part 1: bes 20b0 e 4. Sub.: 6.c.; 7
A 9.0 100 Thand 12, all of them: 13.b.; 14.c.; 15.¢.

5.d.; 17.a.

O
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To Reverse the Arms Race: What Should We Do?
1. Perspective Choices:

a. The U. S should immediately and unilaterally
take steps toward a drastic reduction in its military
establishment and should pursue such a course re-
gardless of the response of other major military
powers. . ‘

b. We should continue our efforts to achieve
multi-lateral arms reduction through negotiations,
but we should be careful to maintain the stable
balance of military power on which world peace
depends.

¢. Reductions in our relative military capability
have already led to a dangerous situation ia which
we can no longer be sure of the adequacy of our
military posture. We should strengthen our de-
fense establishment, before it is too late.

d. The present situation is dangerous. Negotia-
tion alorne will not lead us out of it. Someone must
take the initiative to create new pressures for
agreement on arms control and disarmament. The
U. S. should take unilateral steps which offer the
best chance of securing reciprocal action by other
nations, thus moving us toward the international
agreement needed.

. Which of the follow'ing values should influence

Your response to the arms race?

a. Loyalty — to a nation-state.

b. Nonviolent conflict resolution — now the
accepted standard in family, small group and
national life but not in world politics.

¢. Courage — to respond creatively to challenges
without turning to hatred and violence or with-
drawing. L e

d. Justice — seen as gaining acceptance of your
view of justice or as establishing the ground rules
for contesting different conceptions of justice
without war

€. Brotherhood — expressed in a concern for
other’s human rights wherever they are denied or
only when denied by your enemy

f. Equality — of opportunity, of access to parti-
cipation, or of result

g. World Community — a sense of political iden-
tification with humankind evident in the expecta-
tion that change should come in world politics
without war

h. Individualism — how can the integrity of the
individual be maintained in a field of war

i. Democracy — what political processes are
needed to make possible the resolution of conflict
in world politics without war

9



IT. FACTS: A. WORLD MILITARY AND SOCIAL EXPENDITURES, 1976 (continued)

The statisties which follow have been assembled for the purpose of analyzing comparative progress on g
broad fromt. printarily for the world as a whole or for groups of countries. It is believed that they are repre-
sentitive Tor this purpose.

STATISTICAL Because of the mterest in the mational figures which make up these totals, we are showing them in full
detiil for 1973 (Tables 11 and T, e cannot be emphasized oo strongly that caution must be exercised in
drawing conclusions from individu! national figures, and particularly in making comparisons between

AN N EX nmitrons. Samce of the reasons why this is soare outhned in the statistical notes following.

Fable HI shows the country rank order on a per capita hasis Tor the military and social indicators. It is
haped that the selection s farge cnough to offset some of the inconsistencies in the individual series and to
convey i general impression of relative standing.

MILITARY AND SOCIAL TRENDS TABLE |
World, Developed.' and Developing' Countries, 1960-1374
1960  19d1 1962 1963 1984 1965 1968 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
GNP
hdwon S $
Waorld 1507 1588 1895 1746 1895 2149 2324 2478 2680 2944 3251 3587 4.045 4832 5472
Davelopad 12271309 1401 1421 1542 1781 1.918 2049 2226 2429 2671 2946 3395 3976 4.380
Oeveloping 280 279 94 325 353 2388 408 429 454 515 580 64t 720 . 856 1092
tiinn 197305 $
Whrld 2542 2627 2770 2901 3085 3256 3441 3572 3790 30878 4159 4325 4.529 4,832 4917
Davekiped 2109 2189 2318 2417 2568 2711 2866 2981 3172 3312 3439 3562 3730 3976 4014
Develaping 433 438 452 48B4 517 545 57§ 591 618 666 720 763 799 856 903
GNP per capha
uss
Worlt 508 526 551 553 590 656 696 729 773 834 904 979 1084 1271  1.414
Dovelobed 1400 1A 1857 15855 1671 1.887 2032 2155 2319 2507 2737 2991 3.345 3968 4,337
Developing 133 ERE] 135 145 154 166 170 175 181 201 221 229 263 306 382
1973US S .
Work) 857 870 900 920 960 994 1.030 1.050 1.094 1127 1157 1180 1214 1.27%  1.270
oveloped 2408 2464 2576 2644 2782 2906 3039 3135 3304 3418 3524 3616 3.753 3968 3.974
Developmg 207 206 208 216 226 233 240 241 247 280 275 285 292 306 15
Population e
rorthonsg
Word 2965 3019 3078 3155 3214 3275 3339 3401 3465 3531 3596 3.684 3.732 3802 387
Oweelopea 3] 889 900) 014 923 933 943 951 960 969 976 085 994 1002 1010
DBuvedloping 2089 2130 2178 2241 2291 2342 2398 2450 2505 2562 2620 2679 2738 2800 2.861
Forelgn Econami¢ Ald
bk 1US $
Workg 54 60 62 66 68 [:%4 7 ;] 77 84 88 a8 107 115 152
Oevelope) 53 58 60 64 66 65 88 75 75 81 80 88 98 104 123
Duvelopmg 1 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 3 8 10 1t 11 29
Milliary Expendltures ; hl
o L6 8 o e 1
Workd 107 114 125 132 132 138 155 173 187 198 202 209 224 244 270
Devaloped 97 104 114 19 (BT 121 137 154 166 173 175 178 190 207 222
Developing 10 10 1" 13 13 17 18 19 21 23 27 31 34 ar 48
bilion 1973 1)5 $
Woirkd 1659 177 192 200 196 197 214 237 247 250 242 238 243 244 242
Dnvoloped 154 161 1S 180 178 176 191 21 220 221 210 203 206 207 203
Doevelopmyg 15 16 1’ 20 20 21 23 26 27 29 a2 a5 ar ar a9
Armed Forcaes
Thousands .
Worky 18550 1BOR0 19525 19441 19771 10525 19.883 20840 21404 21618 21482 21672 21.366 21.555 21.898
Devivlopen 9451 10056 10400 10018 9981 9711 10132 10503 10600 10628 10139 9839 9553 96505 9.566
Ceveloping 8A/90 8904 9125 9423 9790 9814 975! 10337 10.804 10990 11.323 11833 11813 12.050 12.332
Physicians T
Thauaands
Wrkd 1669 1723 1780 1838 1.912 1977 2039 2145 2175 2253 2330 2399 2504 2608 2.7C0 4
Developad 1227 1.265 1303 1342 1395 1428 1.473 1554 1584 1610 1670 171 1.787 1862 1.9204
' Onveloping 442 as8 477 194 517 549 566 591 8t 643 660 688 717 746 180
Teachers
Thousands
Workd 14569 15109 15917 16718 17676 18614 19321 20121 20999 21924 22808 23726 24651 25790 27.0004
Duveloned AB95 6933 7176 7460 7739 BO28 8206 8394 8683 8.883 B999 9164 9403 9624 9.900%
Devalonmg 7874 A206 A731 9258 9937 10586 11.0115 11,727 12316 13041 13809 14562 15248 16166 17.1009

Devuioped countres. 28 10 number_ are those idsnlitied by an astonsk n fables ftand It Theyinchide the countnaes fisted in North Amenca, most of Europe, Oceania, Israel.

et tapan .

2 Developing countnes. 104 m numbwr. are the countrma sted N Lalin Amenca seven in Europe {Athama. Greece. Malta. Portugal, Span. Turkey and Yugoslavia), Asia exced!
tarnat na Japan, al of Ainca

3 vakmes exiressed n 1973 prices and Converted 10 doftars al 19773 axchange ratos.
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CTD. FACTS: B, MUCLEAR WEAPONS

CENTER FOR DEFENSE

INFORMATION — A Project of the Fund for Peace

Volume Four Number Two

February 1975

22,000 TACTICAL AND 8,000 STRATEGIC

30,000 U.S. NUCLEAR WEAPONS

I'he United States has nearly 30,000 nuclear weapons at
home, atsea, in Europe, and in Asia, 8000 of these weapons
are considered strategic weapons, 22,000 are considered tac-
tical weupons. The main difference between strategic and
tactical nuclear weapons is the difference in range, Tactical
nuclear weapons have a shorter range but arc sometimes
more powerful than strategic weapons.,

The 8000* U.S. strategic nuclear weapons are on (1) the
1034 LS. Minuteman and Titan lund-based missiles, (2) the
636 Polaris/Poseidon missiles on the 41 U.S. bailistic mis-
sile submuarines, and (2) the nearly 500 U.S. SAC bombers.

Less publicized and understond s the: fact that nearly
22000 ULS, tactieal nuclear weapons are in position
worldwide. 7000 US0 tactical nuclear weapons are on land
in Europe. Approvinnatels 1700 are Tocated on land in Asia.
2,500 tactical nuclear weapons tas well as 4,500 strategic
nuclear weapons) wre estimated to he uboard U.S. Navy
combat ships. The remainder. approvimatels 10800 tactical
nuclear weapons, are assigned to 1S bases and forees in
the United States,

U.S. Tactical Nuclear Weapons Widely Dispersed

The U.S. has been producing strategic nuclear weapons at FATOPE o vttt et et e et e 7,000
the rate of three per day for the past four years, and the total Atlantic Fleet (US, Nuvyy ... ... e 1.000
prouses to grow to about 21,000 U.S. strategic nuclear Asia.o.o e e 1,700
weapons under the limits set by the November 1974 U.S.- Pacific Fleet (US. Navvtr o oo oo ... 1.500
Soviet Viadivostok Agreement, United SEAES . v 10.800
*L.S. will have 8,500 strategic weapons by mid-1975. Tetal U.S. Tactical \mlcur W cupom ......... 22.000

DEFENSE MONITOR IN BRIEF

@ The United States has 30,000 nuclear weapons in Europe, Asia. the United States and at sea.
Eight thousand of those are strategic nuclear weapons: 22,000 arc tactical nuclear weapons,

® There are 7000 nuclear weapons aboard U.S. Navy ships and submarines. 4300 are strategic
weapons on nuclear missile submarines. 2500 are short-range tactical nuclear weapons; 1400 of
these are aboard U.S. aircraft carriers.

® There is no coherent doctrine for using land-based tactical nuclear. weapons. Tactical nuclear
weapons create an impossible command and control problem and they invite pre-emptive nuclear
strikes by an enemy. If tactical nuclear weapons were used in a war abroad the hikehy result would
he the destruction of the country in which they were used.

® The very presence of tactical nuclear weapons abroad creates a dunverous situation for the
United States. The likelihood is great that an exchange of tactical nucicar weapons would escalate
into a full-scale nuclear war.

@ The dispersion of so many tactical nuclear weapons around the world greatly increases the
danger of' lhcﬂ lcrrorism und uccidenls ~
tactical nm.lcar wedpons in Asnd shou]d be removcd All nuulmr humh\ Jn(l I\ULIL rair-to- surldw
weapons aboard U.S, aircraft carriers should be r<.mou.d The safety and seeurity af ULS, citizens
would be enhanced by such a move.

@ The excessive secrecy surrounding tactical nuclear weapons hind ers aversight by Congress and
is unnecessary Lo preserve U.S. security. A national debate on ULS. tactival nucleay weapons is in
the public interest.

JPUUURpUPY QIP—

Copyright 1975 by the Center for Defense Information. All rights reserved. The Center for Defense Information encourages quotation of
any of the materiat herein without permission, provided the Center is credited, The Center requests a4 copy of any such use.
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7,000 Tactical Nuclear Weapons in Europe

In Europe the ULS. and its NATO allies have 2250 air-
craft, missife launchers, and nuclear cannons that can
deliver 7000 U.S. tactical nuclear weapons, These weuapons
carry o combined explosive capability equivalent to an es-
timated 460.000,000 tons of TNT — roughly 35,006 times
greater thun the nuclear weapon that destroyed Hiroshima
in 1945, These U.S. tactical nuclear weapons are in all
NATO European states with the exception of Norway, Den-
mark. Luxembourg, and France. France maintaing its own
tactical nuclear weapons in France and Germany, U.S.
nuclear forees in Europe are most heavily concentrated in
West Germany where 207.000 U.S. ilitary personnel are
buscd. '

U.S. tactical nuclear weapons in Europe include at least
four different kinds of surface-to-surface missiles (Lunce,
Sergeant. Honest John, and Pershing). two sizes of nuclear
artiltery shells (155 mm and 203 mm). and over 500 U.S.
nuelear capable fighter-bombers. The aircraft can be loaded
with air-to-surface missiles or four different sizes of bombs
or a combination of missiles and bombs, The-largest tactical
nuclear missile has over 400 kilotons in explosive power,
equivalent to over 30 “Hiroshimas™,  Forward-based
systems such as the Pershing surface-to-surface missile or
the nuclear-loaded aireralt are capable of attacking targets
inside the Soviet Union from Western Europe,

U.S. Has 2-to-1 Advantage in Europe

The first U.S. tactical huclear weapons were introduced

in Europe in 1954, three years before the Soviet Unions

Since that tisne the U.S, ursenal has grown dramatieally and
has undergone extensive changes “as new U.S. tactical
nuclear weapons replaced older ones. Soviet tactical nuclear
deployment has been later, slower, and shows little weapon
turnover. Sovict weapons in Europe have accumulated
without much retirement of carlier weapons. This resembles
the pattern of their deployment of strategic nuclear
weapons,

Stk there are two ULS, tactical nuclear weapons for cach
Soviet tactical nuclear weapon in Europe. Altogether U.S.
forces in Europe have 7000 tactical nuelear weapons to 3000
to 3500 for Soviet military forees in Europe.

The U.S. armed forces deployed nuclear weiapons to

~Europe in the early 1950°s to offset numericully superior
Sovict forees in Central Europe. At the time the Eisenhower
administration was sceking o check Soviet manpower ad-
vantages through a strategic policy wbich threatened

“massive retaliation” and ULS. tactical nuclear weapons in
Europe were part of that policy. When the U.S. first placed
tactical nuclear weapons in Europe the Soviets had no tac-
tical nuclear weapons. By the late 1950°s the U.S, monopoly
on tactical nuclear weapons was ended,

1700 U.S. Tactical Nuclear Weapons in Asia

Far less information has been released to the public by the
Pentagon about the estimated 1700 tactical nuclear WEAPOL.s
that the U.S. maintains on land in Asia. U.S. tactical
nuclear weapons are in Korea and the Philippines as well as
at U.S.installations on Guam and Midway. Most of these
weapons are for U.S. fighter-bombers, except in the
Republic of Korea where Army and Air Force tactical
nuclear weapons are based.

Thousands of U.S. Nuclear Weapons at Sea

The U.S. today has approximately 7000 strategic and tac-
tical nuclear weupons at sea. There are 284 ships and sub-
marines in the U.S. Navy that can carry nuclear weapons.
In 1965, only 38 percent of U.S. ships could carry nuclear
weapons. Today 36 percent wre nuclear capable and the
pereentage is increasing cach year,

The U.S. Nuvy is capuble of delivering up to 12,000 tuc-
tical nuclear weapons in bombs, depth charges, torpedoes,
and missiles. Many of these are capable of carrying both
conventional and nuelear explosives, Center for Defense In-
formation estimates place the number of U.S. tactical
nuclear weapons at sea at 2500*. This number of weiapons
carries an explosive punch equivatent to 150 million tons of
TNT. more than 75 times the amount of explosives dropped
from 1941 to 1945 on Germany and Jupan by U.S.
bombers. Over 90 pereent of this nuclear destructive power
is found in the 1400 tactical nuclear weapons aboard 14
U.S. attack aircralt carriers.

*This is a conservative estimate. The maximum loading of
nuclear weapons would result in a number four times larger
than the Center estimate. SUBROC (a rocket propelled
nuclear torpedo) is assumed to be loaded one-third nuclear,
two-thirds conventional. All other U.S. Navy tactical nuclear
weapons are assumed to be one-quarter nuclear loaded and
three-quarters conventional.

war in Vietnam.”

AWESOME TACTICAL NUCLEAR ARSENAL IN EUROPE

“The significance of our nuclear weapons stockpile in Europe, only in Europe. becomes all 1oo apparent when one
realizes that the destructive force, in TNT equivalent, of the nuclear weapons we have currently stockpiled alone is more
than 20 times that of the combined total force of all the air ordnance expended in World War I, the Korean war and the

Senator Stuart Symington
Muarch 7, 1974
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12 II. THE FACTS: C. Conventional War, by Jeremiah Norris

CONVENTIONAL WAR

No one has died through the strategic use of rurlear wrapons since August,

1945. During these same ycars between 38 to 50 :¢ have died in 11V
violent conflicts by means of conventional w ently concluded SALT
negotiations may reduce social and political i tout the world, even

though the military threat of nuclear war re.. i ore.

Sixty-one countries with 80% of the world's population participated in
World War II. Seventy-four countries with 76% of today's population have been
involved in the 115 conflicts since 1945. The total casualties for World War II
are now less than those for all the violent conflicts since that time.

The territorial distribution of these conflicts, and the type of conflict
(internal or international) are listed as follows:

Region Number Internal International
Asia 37 .26 11
South America & the Caribbean 28 25 3
Africa 26 22 4
Middle East 17 13 4
Europe 7 5 2
115 91 24

The major powers are now the Soviet Union, China and the United States,
They have been directly involved with troops in eleven of these conflicts; che
China Civil War; China and the United States in Korea; China and the offshore
islands of Quemoy and Matsu; the Soviet Union in Hungary; the United States in
Lebanon; China in Tibet; India in China; the United States in Panama; the United
States in the Dominican Republic; the Soviet Union in Czechoslovakia; and the
United States in Indochina. No reliable data was available on the Sino-Soviet
border clashes to be included in this compilation of violent conflicts. This
limitation to the three major powers is subject to some criticism, certainly for
the exclusion of France in Indochina, Algeria and Chad. Yet it was held to the
three powers under the assumption that they will orchestrate the coming Gunera-
tion of Peace among the other nations in the world.

Some have found it useful to define war as a more or less continuous process
of fighting which results in at least 1,000 casualties. This criterion was not
used exclusively in this listing, although many of the conflicts would qualify
in that regard. 1In most of these 115 conflicts over territory, borders, power,
or rights, there existed the danger of involvement by one of the major powers
when they percecived their foreign policy interests to be in jeopardy; i.e.,
Lebanon, the Dominican Republic, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Quemoy and Matsu, In
some cases, casualties were well above 1,000, while in others there were less
than 100. However, in cach case the threat of an unsatisfactory outcome to the
major power with Lnterests at atake could have resulted in a wider war,

13




II. TH: FACTS: C. Conventional War (continued) 13

- But'all of these conflicts did have one or both of these factors in operation
at the came time: the presence and engagement of the armed forces of the govern-
ment in power; aad a certain degree of organization on both opposing sides, even

if this organization was simply for defensive purposes.

There was no attempt to impose a minimum time limit on these conflicts.
The Arab-Israel War of 1967, and the numerous coup d'etats in Il acin ° 4
suggest that there is no direct correlation between duration, the degres of
danger to the government in power, and the ultimate consequences of

Ninety-one of these conflicts were internal, that is, they were conducted
on the territory of a single country, This does not imply that they were all
fought solely by participants indigenous to a single country. Outside armies do
take part, as in Angola. This war is not being carried on across a frontier,
though it is being conducted with troops trained and armed abroad. Still, it
qualifies geographically as an internal war. These types of conflirts comprise
807% of the total since 1945, a marked contrist to a more comprehensive study
covering the 296 conflicts between 1790 - 1960, which indicates that only 25%
of them involved a sovereign nation fighting a group internal to itself.

Of these internal ronflicts, 61 have been conducted with foreign
participation. That is to say, military personnel, troops or advisory contingents
from another country are involved in military operations within the country, The
delivery of arms, either free or through trade channels, political and materiel
support, do not qualifv as foreign participation. For example, despite the
massive American military assistance to the Nationalist Government of China
during their civil war, that conflict is treated as one free from foreign
participation.

The major powers could well have their Generation of Peace, but it is not
known what will happen to the other nations of the world caught in the clank and
clamor of these mighty gilants striving for advantage in science, technology,
trade, conventional arms competition and power. Violent conflict is certainly
not the sum total of human experience in these past 25 years. But history today,
with all its gstorm and strife, compels us to say that conflict is one of the:
essential dimensions of man. It is a reality. Unless we choose to ignore
reality, we must find our values in it. Is it possible to find a rule of conduct
among natlon-states outside the realm of violent conflict? That is the question
which the major powers should face when designing a Generation of Peace. The
answer 18 not to be found in treaties to limit nuclear weapons among a few
while developing more effective conventional ones, but through the use of
knowledge by governments in a nuclear age to revolutionize the manner by which
zonflicts are to be resolved in the interest of the world community, "...it is
time to forsake our age and its adolescent furies.'

11 Jeremiah Norris
June, 1972
Washington, D.C.
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Il. CONTENDING PERSPECTIVES ON THE ARMS
RACE L

A, Strategic Equivalence, Henry Kissinger, March 22, 1976
e o B. “Minimum Deterrence, Earl Ravenal, ForeignPolicy, Spring 1976

C. Unilateral Disarmamz2qnt, Homer Jack, 197
D, Peace Initiatives, Bill Rose, War/Peace: Report, 1975 *
Henry Kissinger is the former Secretary of State, Earl Ravenal a ’

Professor of International Relations at John Hopkins University,
Homer Jack the Executive Director of the World Conference on Religion
and Peace and Bill Rose has worked “he World Without War Council
and is currently a graduate stude 'nTitical Science at the
University of California (Berk. ).

STRALi. . iVALENCE

Commentary

Probably the most commonly held position on arms and disarmament in
this country is that of Strategic Equivalence. Also known as a position of -
parity, this has been the official position of the United States government
for at least the last ten years and has widespread support among the American
people. The talk by Secretary of State Kissinger highlights the main points
of this approach.

The cornerstone of Strategic Equivalence is the perception .of a
genuine threat to our national security and national interests arising from
the military power of adversary nations. The argument made is that it is
necessary to counter this threat through military power. The focus of the
Strategic Equivalence position is almost entirely on the U. S. and the Sawiet
Union and, to a lesser extent, China, and much of the discussion centers on
comparative nuclear power, although the quantity and quality of conventional
forces also enter in. Presupposing that absolute military and/or nuclear
superiority is either impossible or unnecessary, this perspective argues
that it is sufficient for the U. S. to maintain a rough equality with its
adversaries. Equality will insure that no nation could launch aa attack
on another without almost certainly guaranteeing its own destruction, and
thus a kind of peace results through an equal threat to all. This doctrine
is know as Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD) and is the current basis for
relations among the major world powers.

Proponents usually assume with Secretary Kissinger: that "we will live
for as far alead as we can sec in a twilight between tranquility and open
confrontation’, and that Strategic Equivalence is the surest hope of
avoiding cataclysm. In this perspective, any change in military power must
be a mutual one to insure the stability of the relationship. The hope is
expressed that multilateral and especially bilateral (U. S, and Soviet
Union) negotiations will be able to halt the arms race and bring about
reductions in weapons stockpiles. But a major difficulty with this
approach is found in the differing definitions of equivalence; parity for
one nation ls perceived as disadvantage by another. History suggests that
the maintenance of strategic equivalence is a reliable prescription for a
continued arms race. It can also be argued that the logic of nuclear parity
among super powers can only cucourage the proliferation of nuclear weapons
to other natlions.

Editor's Note: The Commentaries throughout PART III are by Leonard Hoffm-nn.
Executive Director, United Nations Association of Illinois and Greater Chicago

o A . .
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FOREIGN POLICY AND NATIONAL SECURITY

Secretary Henry A. Kissinger before the World Af-
fairs Council and Southern Methodist University.

.. ' have come here today to talk to you about
“the vital and intimate relationship between Ameri-
ca’s foreign policy and our national security. It is
appropriate that I do so in Texas. « State so long
dedicated to a strong and resolute America; a State
that has given our Nation three distinguished
Americans who presently serve in Washington and
whom I am proud to consider friends- Bill
Clements, the Deputy Secretary of Defense;
George Mahon, the Chairman of the Apprapria-
tions Committee of the House of Representarves;
and John Tower of the Senate Armed Services
Committee. All three of these men have worsed
long und hard to assure a strong defense for Ameri-
ca. All three deserve the grateful thanks of “-zeir
countrymen.

As Sccretary of State [ am not, of course,
directly involved in the preparation of our defense
budget or in decisions regarding particular weapons
programs. But as the President’s principal advisor
on foreign policy, no one knows better than | that
a strong defense is crucial for our role in the world.
For a great and responsible power, diplomacy with.

out strength would be empty. If we were weitk swe:

could not negotiate; we could only hope or oo
modate. It is the confidence of strength that per-
mits us to act with conciliation and responsisdiy
to help shigge a more peaceful world.

Other nations must not be led to doub aiuyer
our strength or our resolution. For how othe :e
us determines the risks they are prepared t un
and the degree to which they are willing to place
confidence in our policies, If adversaries consider

PR 141

March 22, 1976
Dallas, Texas

Bureau of Public Affairs
Office of Media Services

us weak or irresolute, testing and crises are inevita-

ble. If allies doubt our constancy, retreat and -

political shifts are certain.

And so, as Secretary of State, I am inevitably
a partisan of a strong America and a strong defense
as the underpinning of a strong foreign policy. I
have a responsibility to make clear to the American
people and to other nations that our power is
indeed adequate to our current challenges, that we
are improving our forces to meet changing condi-
tions, that America understands its interwes and
values and will defend them, and that th % meri-
can people will never permit those hostilc 1 s to
shape the werld in which we live.

I do not accept the propositions th.  other
nations have gained military ascendancy owr us,
that the Administration has neglected our et 5,
or that negotiations to reduce the threat of 1, clear
war arc unwise. These charges sound rema .ably
like the “missile gap” claims which aroused anxie-
ties in 1960 only to dissolve suddenly a few weeks
after the election,

We do face serious challenges to our security.
They derive from the unprecedented conditions of
the thermonuclear age, the ambiguitics of contem-
porary power, and the perpetual revolutionin tech-
nology. Our task is to understand the teal and
permanent requirements of our security rather
than to be seduceit by the outmoded vocabulury of
a simpler time,

What are the national security issues we face?
What is the true condition of our national defense?

e First, the inevitable growth of Sovict eco-

nomic and military power has produced cssential
strategic equality, We cannot halt this growth, but

16
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we must counterbalanee it and prevent its use for
political expansion.
e Second America remains the most powerful

“nation in the world. it will remain so, if the Con-

gress approves the President’s proposed defense
budget. But evolving technology and the military
programs of others impose upon us the need for
constant vigilance and continuing major effort.

e Third, technology has revolutionized the in-
struments of war and introduced an unparalleled
complexity into the perceptions of power and the
choices that we must make to maintain it. The
defense establishment we have today is the pro-
duct of decistons taken 10 to 15 years ago. Equally
the decisions we make today will deterinine our
defense posture in the 1980°s and beyond. And the
kind of forces we have will determine the kind of
diplomacy we are able to conduct.

e Fourth, as nuclear arsenals grow, the horrors
of nuclear war become ever more apparent while at
the same time the threat of all-out nuclear war to
deter or resist less than all-out aggression becomes
ever less plausible. Under the umbrella o7 <trategi
equivalence, testing and probing at the R
regional levels become more likely. Hener -r the
next decade we must inerease and moderzy ¢t
forces air, land, and sea -for local defense

e Fifth, while a weuk defense posture i
a weak foreign policy, a strong defense doee
necessartly produce o strong foreign po¥ey. Gar
role in the world depends as well on hov reqdst
cally we perceive our national interests on ouy
unity as a people and on our willingness to pee
severe in pursuit of our national goals.

e Finully, for Americans physical stz .~ zh can
never be an end in iself. So long as we ae e 1o
oursclves, cvery Administration has the «b Jjzaton
to scek to control the spiral of nudear + jprns
and to give mankind hope for a more seve o o
jnst future.

lL.et me discuss each of these challer . -

Long-Range Challenge of Defense

To cope with the implications ol Sovie
power has become a permanent responsibility
American defense and foreign policy. Sixty yeo
of Soviet industrial and ceonomic growth, =
political system that gives top priority to mi e
buildup. have inevitably -brought the &
Union to a position of rough equilibrium wath tk
United States. No policy or decision on owr

brought this about. Nothing we could have done
would have prevented it. Nothing we can do now
will make it disappear

‘ But while we cunnot prevent the growth of
Soviet military strength, we can and must maintamn

the strength to balance it and insure that it will not
be used for political expansion, There is no alterna-
tive to a substantial defense budget over the long
term. We have a permanent responsibility and need
a steady course that does not change with the fads
of the moment. We cannot afford the oscillation
between assaults on defense spending and cries of
panic, between cuts of $40 billion in Administra-
tion defense budget requests over seven years and
chorges of neglect of our defenses.

This claim on our perseverance is 4 new ex-
pericnce for Americans. Throughout most of our
history we have been able to mobilize urgently in
time of war and then to disarm unilaterally when
victory was achicved. After World War II we rapid-
ly demobilized our armies, relying lergely on our
nuclear monopoly to preserve the peace. Thus
when the Xorean war broke out we were little
better prepared than we had been 10 summers
previously. Only recently have we begun to under-
stand -and then reluctantly--that forcign policy
and military strategy arc inextricably lhinked, that
we must maintain defense preparedness over the
long-term, and that we will live for as far ahead as
we can sce in a twilight between tranquillity and
open confrontation. We nced a defense posture
that is relevant to our dangers, comprehensible
to our friends, credible to onr adversaries, and that
we are prepared to sustain over the long term.

Imperatives of Technology

Technology has transformed the conditions
and  calculations  of militaxs strength in unpre-
cedented fashion.

The paradox of cot.cmporary military
strength ic that a momentous acrease in the ele-
ment of power has croded the raditional relation-
ship of power to policy. Unti the end of World
War 11, it would never have occurred to a leader
that there might be an upper timit to useful mili-
tary power. Since the technological choices were
limited, strength was lurgely defined in quantitative
terms. Today the problem is to insure that our
strength is relevant to our foreign policy objectives.
Under current conditions ho matter how we or our
adversaries  improve the size or quality of our



strategic arscnals, one overriding fact remains: An
all-out strategic nuclear exchange would kill hun-
dreds of millions on both sides in a matter of hours
and utterly devastate the nations involved,

— = ~Thus the current strategic problem is virtually
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the diametric opposite of the historic one. Planners
used to pursue increased overall power. Today we
have a total strength unimaginable a generation
ago. but we must design, diversify, and refine our
forces so that they are relevant to and able to
support - rational foreign policy objectives. Histori-
cally military planners could treat the technology
of their time as stable: today technology revolu-
tionizes military capabilitics in both strategic and
tactical forces cvery decade and thus presents
policymakers with an ever increasing spectrum of
choice.

And yet the choices we make now will not. in
most cases, really affect the structure of our forces
for from 5 to 10 yeurs--the time it takes to design
new weapons, build them, and deploy them. Thus
the policies Administrations arc able to carry out
are largely shaped by decisions in which they took
no part. Decisions made in the 1960°s lurgely deter-
mined our strategic posture for the 1970°s, We can
do little to change the impact of those carlier de-
cisions; the Administration in power in the 1980’s
will be able to do little to change the impact of the
decisions we make today. This is a sobering chal-
lenge. and it turns national security policy into a
nonpartisan responsibility,

In choosing among the options that technol-
ogy gives us, we -and every Administration must
keep certain principles in mind,

e First, we must not simply duplicate Sovict
choices. The Soviet Union has a different geopoliti-
cal problem, a dilferent force structure, and per-
haps a diffecent strategic doctrine,

e Sccond, because of the costs of modern
forces, we fuce complex choices. In many arcas we
facc a trade-off between quantity and quality,
between numbers and sophistication,

e Third, because of our higher wage scales
particularly for our volunteer forces. any increase
in our forces will weigh much more heavily on our
cconomy than on that of adversaries whose pay
scales arc only a fraction of ours. For this reason,
and the vielue we place on human life, we have
always had an incentive, indeed an imperative, to
put a premium on technology -where we are
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superior rather than sheer numbers.

o Fourth, we must sce beyond the numbers
game. Quality confers advantages as much as
quantity and can sometimes substitute for it, Yet

even we-cannot afford every weapon that technol--

ogy makes possible,

e Fifth. at some pomt numbers count. Tech-
nology cannot substitute indefinitely for.numerical
strength. The belief that there is an unlimited
amount of fat to be cut in the defense budget is an
illusion. Reductions almost inevitably translate
into a reduction of effectiveness.

Amecrica possesses the economic and techno-
logical foundation to remain militarily preeminent;
we can afford whatever military forces our sceurity
requires, The challenge we face is not to our physi
cal strength -which is unequalled --but to our will
to maintain it in all relevant categories and to use it
when necessary to defend our interests and values.

Strategic Forces and Strategic Arms Limitations

Our Nation’s security requires first and lore-
most, strategic forces that can deter attack and
that insure swift and flexible retalitation if aggres-
sion occurs.

We have such forees today, Our technology
has always been ahead of the U.S.S.R. by at least
five ycars; with appropriate effort we can insure
that this will continue to be the case.

We are determined to maintain the strategic
balance at whatever level is required, We will never
allow the balance to be tipped against us cither by
unilateral decision or a buildup of the other side,
by a onecssided agreement or by a violation of an
agreement,

But we must be clear what maintaining the
balince meins, We must not mesmerize ourselves
with fictitious “gaps.,” Dur forces were designed
according to different criteria than those of the
Soviet Union; their adequacy must be judged by
our strategic needs, not theirs,

In the middle 1960 we could have continued
the deployment of heavy throwweight missiles,
following the Titan or the Atlas. But the Adminis-
tration ‘then in oflice decided instead to rely in
addition to our large bomber force on an arsenad
of 1,000 new, relatively light sophisticated, and
extremely accurate intercontinental ballistic mis-
stles [LCBM] and 656 submarine-launched missiles
on 41 boats, We deployed these systems rapidly,

18
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halting our buildup of launchers in the 1960’
when it was judged that technological improve-
ments were more important than an increase in
numbers. ; -

The Soviet Union chose a different course.
Because of its more limited technological capabili-
ties, it emphasized missiles whose greater throw-
weight compensated for their substantially poorer
accuracy. But -contrary to the expectations of
American officials in the 1960's—the Sovicts also
chose to expand their numbers of launchers
beyond what we had. Thus the Soviets passed our
numerical levels by 1970 and continued to add an
average of 200 missiles a year —until we suceceeded
. halting this buildup in the SALT [Strategic
Arms Limitation Talks] agreement of 1972,

Therefore as a consequence of unilateral
decisions made o decade ago by both sides --Soviet
missile forces today are somewhat lurger in number
and considerably heavier in throwwecight, while
ours arc superior in reliability | wceuracy. diversity,
and sophistication. We possess far larger numbers

of warheads 8,500 to their 500 and we have
several hundred more strateg:  ombeus.

Whether we move in the direction of greater
throwsweight will lurgely depend on recommenda-
tions made by the Department of Defense and the
Joint Chicfs of Staff; it is not essentially a foreign
policy decision. But in making it we will be
governed by onr needs not by a compulsion to
duplicate the Soviet force structure. The destrue:
tiveness of missiles depends on a combination of
explosive power and accuracy. For most purposes.
as accuracy improves, explosive power becomes
important -and  heavy  land-based missiles
become, in fact, more vulnerable. Since we have
stressed accuracy, we may decide that we do not
need to approach the level of throwweight of
Soviet weapons although nothing -certainly no
SALT .agreement prevents us from substantially
increasing our throwweight if we choose,

Whatever our decision regarding  technical
issues no responsible leader shonld enconrage the
tlusion that America can ever again recapture the
strategic superiority of the carly postwar period. In
the 1940’ we had a nuclear ssonopoly. In the
1950°s and carly 1960's we had verwhelming pre-
ponderance. As late as the Cuban missile crisis of
1962 the Soviet Union possessed less than 100
strategic systems while we had thousands.

But today, when each sid- has thousands of

less

launchers and many more warheads, a decisive or
politically significant margin of superiority is out
of reach. If one side expunds or improves its forces

sooner or later the other side will balance the

effort. The Soviét Union first developed an ICBM;
we matched it. We then added a lead in numbers of
strategic missiles to the lead we already had in
bombers; they caught up and surpassed us in mis-
sile numbers although we still remain far ahead in

numbers of bombers. When our Trident submarines

are in production by the end of this decade, we
will begin to redress that numerical imbalunce as
well as improve the flexibility and survivability of
our forces.

We were the first to put modern ballistic
missiles on submarines and we were the first to put
multiple warhcads on missiles. Although we remain
ahcad in both categorices the Soviets found ways to
narrow the gap. And the saume will be true in the
tuture, whether in missile accuracy or submarine,
aircraft, or cruise missile technology.

The pattern is clear. No net advantage cun
long be preserved by either side. A perceived in-
cquality could shake the confidence of other coun-
tries, even when its precise military significance is
difficnlt to define, Therefore, we certainly will not
permit o perceived or actual imbalance to arise
aganst us and the Soviet Union is likely to follow
similar principles. The probable outcome of cach
succeeding round of the strategic arms race will be
the restoration of equilibrium at a higher and
costlier level of forces and probably with less polit-
ical stability. Such temporary advantages as can be
achieved are not strategically decisive. The long
lcadtimes for the deployment of moder: weapons
should always permit countermeasures to be taken.
[f both sides remain vigilant. neither side will be
able to reduce the effects of a counterblow against
it to acceptable levels,

Those who paint dark vistas of a looming U.S.
inferiority in strategic weapons ignore these facts
and the real choices facing modern leaders.

No nudcar weapon has cver been used in
modern wartime conditions or against an opponent
possessing means of retaliation, Indeed neither side
has even tested the launching of more than a few
missiles at a time; neither side has ever fired them
i a North-Sonth dircction as they would have to
do in wartime. Yet ixitiation of an all-out surprise
attack would depend on substantial confidence
that thousands of reentry vehieles launched in care-
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fully coordinated attacks  from land, sea, and air

would knock out Wl their targets thousands of
miles away, with a timing and reliability exactly as
predicted, before the other side launches any

effectivencss that retaliction would not produce
unacceptable damage. Any miscaleulation oc tech-
nical failure would mean national catastrophe,
Assertions that one side is “ahead™ by the margins
now under discussion pale in significance when an
attack would depend on decisions based on such
massive uncertaintios and risks.

Forthe oove the strac e anenals of the
two sides tnd dies Seincipal purpseom o matching
and deterring the corces of the oppenent and in
making certain that third countries pereeive no
mequality. In no recent erisis has an Amerncan
Prestdent come close o considering the use of
strategic  nuclear tn CTISis sinee

‘.'.('.II)('I]\. no

1962 smd perhaps : ot even then has the sirategic
balanee been the decisive fuctor. Even i Korea
when we posses.ed an overwhehning superiority, i
wis not relevant o the auwtcome,

[eds agnin-t this background that we have
vigoroushy negess ced mutual Bmitations in strate.
gic arms, These oo ompelling reasons for pursuing
such talks,

® Since succesive ronnds of competitive pro-
grams swill almost cervdinly yield only equilibvinm,
we have sought o reculate the competition and to
maintain the cquivalence that will existin v case
at Tower levels, '

e Stabilizing the strategic balanee Trees re-
sources to strengihen our forees inoareas where
they are mose neededs it will ease the problem of
chuncing our capabilitios for cegiona ] delense ud
in sea power the areas where an imbalance could
have werions weopolitic.! CONSegIenee.

o Aurced
strategie relationship  will faatitae efforis 1o

lmtatonss and a0 moere eatealable
reduce political confrontations and crises.
o Aad, tinallv, the

their feaders to pursue wvery responsible approach

American people expect
to prace and stabilin o the thetmonuelear era,
Only then canwe expec them to support the sacri
fices necessary to main ua onr defensive strength,

We have made proaress toward tese goals. In
the 1972 SALT aureenments we froze antiballistic
missite systems in thew mfaney and this avorded

O
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~ferces to preempt or redaliate and with such’

>
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potentially massive expenditures and instabilities,
We halted the momentum of the Soviet missile
buildup for five years -a period in which. because
of the long leadtimes involved, we had no capacity
for dcpluymcﬁt of our own. We intended to use
that five-year interval to negotiate a longer term
comprehensive agreement based on
numerical cquality and, failing that, to close the
numerical gap by our own cfforts as our moderni-

and  more

zation programs developed, ., o o

America's ultimate stren: ' has dWways b,
the conviction and basic unity of its pcople. And
despite adecade and more of testing -despite assas-
sination, and institutional crisis--we  still
remain a vital and optimistic »nd confident pcople.

[t is time once again fo: Americans to hold
their heads high. It is important to recall once
again some ‘undamental truths:

war,

o That we are still the strongest Nation on the
fuce of the Zarth:

e That we are the most generous Nation in
history ~we have fed the starving, opened our arms
and our hearts to refugees from other lands. and
given more of our substance to the poor and down-
trodden arsund the world than any other nation;

e That we ure needed to maintain the world’s
security;

o That we ire essential to any hopes for stabili-
ty and human progress,

o That we remain the bulwark of democracy
and the land of promise to miltions who yearn for
freedom and a better life for themsclves and their
children;

e Thuat we, therefore, have a responsibility to
hold high the banner of freedom and human digni-
ty for all mankind.

Our record of achievements should be but
prologue to what this generation of Americans has
it within its power to accomplish. For the first
time in history we can work with others to create
an era of peace and prosperity for all mankind. We
shall not fail.

With faith in the goodness and the promise of
America we shall master our future. And \hose
who celebrate America’s tricentennial will look
back and say that this generation of Americans was
worthy of th ideals and the greatness «f our
hivory,

()
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MINIMUM DETERRENCE

Commentary

Like the argument for Strategic Equiv lence, tin Minumum Deterrencec

“approach acknowledges the military threat posed by adversary nations, but

pro, ‘cnts of Minimum Deterrence insist that U. S. military power is more
than adequate to meet that threat and that, in fact, substantial unilateral
reductions are possible without diminishing U. S. military secuirity.
Negotiations, in this perspective, are seen to offer little hipe for sub-
stantial reductions in arms.

Most. discussion of Minimum Deterrence concentrates on nuclear weapons
and argues that we do not need the awesome 'overkill" capacity we presently
possezs. It is suggested that, as long as we have:-the invulnerable .capa-
bilit— (as from missile-equipped submarines) to inflict an unacceptable
level ~f damage on an opponent, we are secure from military threat. There-

fore, we can - and should - safely reduce our capability to that minimum
level.

This approach is perhaps the most commonly held position among arms
cont=ol experts out of government. It also has an attractiveness to the
averzge American: it makes little sense to be able to destroy the same
city thirty-six times, and it is believed that the money saved from
halting the nuclear arms race could be better used elsewhere.

The article by Earl C. Ravenal begins with thée economic question and
takes the argument a step further. Little can be saved, he insists, from
halting or cutting back on nuclear weapons. Real reductions in costs can
only come from cuts in conventional military expenditures. This can be
done only if the U.S. is willing to withdraw from some of its international
commitments. Ravenal's Minimum Deterrence proposal is that this car and
should be done.

Sharing much in common with the Minimum.Deterrence approach are
proposals to stop development or production of specific weapons systems.
Opposition to the B-1 Bomber and the Trident submarine often is based on
the arguments that "we don't nced them'" and that the money could be put to
better use.

The Minimum Deterrcnce position calls for unilateral reversal of the
arms race in a way that breaks the 'log jam' of negotiations. The potential
reallocation of public funds to non-military purposes represents another
strength of this approach. Its weakness lies in the absence of mechinisms
to generate similar actions In other nations, although the hope is citen
expressed that movement by one natior toward minimum deterrence will
encourage others to reclprocate and will stimulate the negotiations process.
Furthermore, even the minimal level of military power advocated in this
approach entails a heavily armed world fully capable of destroying itself.
Contirnued reliarce upon nuclear armaments--even at a lower level--will not
prevent the spr-ad of nuclear weapons to other countries.
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UNTLATEPAT. ‘ENT

' Commentary

Supporters of Unilateral Disarmament see little hope for reversing the
arms race through negotiated agreements. This view they share with propo-
nents of Minimum Deterrence. But they part company with the latter in their
response to the threat posed by the military power of other nations. Some
who propose Unilateral Disarmament ignore that threat, others deny its
existence; still others would substitute a non-military defense system as,
for example, a strategy of civilian defense. All supporters of this
approach, however, argue for unilateral action to halt the arms race and
move toward disarmament without regard for the response of other nations.

Unilateral Disarmament was more seriously debated during the 1950's
than today. The article by Dr. Homer Jack summarizes the main lines of
some of these proposals, especially those of Mulford .Sibley, a leading
proponent. The article also raises the critical questions prompted by
this approach. Calls for Unilateral Disarmament today arise most fre-
quently from pacitist and/or religious perspectives and are based on moral
considerations rather than political.

The Unlitaral Disarmament approach stresses the need for radical change
in international systems and challenges customary rellance on uational
military power. It also frequently highlights the moral dimensions of the
discussion and proposes a goal of total (if not universal) disarmament.
These are its strengths.  The fallure to seriously consider ways of bringing
other nations into agreement on similar measures is 1its greatest weakness.
In addition, the potential risks in such unilateral action cast doubt on -
it political feasibility.

UNILATERAL DISARMAMENT¥ oy

Unilateral disarmament is often based upon two presuppositions. One is
that traditional modes of negotiations will not produce subgtantial disarmament.
The second is that the policy of military deterrence has failed - at least over
the long run and involving more than solely military considecrations.

Professor Mulford Sibley in arguing the case for unilateral disarmament,
succinctly listed the failures of the policy of &aterrence as assaciated with
U. S. foreign policy: '"It has not led us to a better negotiating positign.

It has not provided security against .the threat of mass annihiliation. Democracy
has not been extended. Communism has not been contained. While deterrence may
have been partially successful here or there in the short-run tactical sense,

its strategic failures have more than counterbalanced its transient gains.
Deterrence has blinded our government to the genuine revolution of 'rising
expectations', made appeasement to colonialist and dictatorial military allies

an Important part of policy, obscured the possibilities of intermational recon-
ciliation, begun to transform the American way of life. into a militaristic type
of soclety and increasingly dulled the moral sensitivity of human beings."”

;E; Homer Jack. This essay is based on essays by Mulford Sibley and
Gene Sharp.
22°



There are other kinds -of presuppositions which must be considered before 31

unilateral disarmament can proceed. Sibley states some of them. First,

the arm$ race itself is one of the greatest sources of international tensions.
This statement is hardly novel, yet it must be underlined. Second, there must
be 'radical innovations' in viewing foreign policy. Third, there is no way to
"avoid pain and suffering" and there would be risks, but "those risks (are) far
less dangerous than the risks involved in a continuation of the arms race'.

There is no one scenario for a major state undertaking unilateral disarma-
ment but some of the proposals made in recent years contain a number of steps
which might be combined. While much of the literature is written as if the U. S.
would be the first state to begin, the first more likely might not be a super-
power.

The state adopting unilateral disarmament would first undergo a preparatory
first phase (to use the nomenclature of Sibley). This preliminary process would
last some months or years and would involve at least the following steps:

1) the state would issue a "'white paper' telling its people and the world that

it was seriously considerimg a radically different approach to defense; 2) the

state would attempt new efforts for multilateral disarmament negotiations;
—3)the state—would begin to plan to convert its economy to one based entirely

on peace; and 4) the .state would begin to train its citizens in the methods of

non-violent resistance to invasion. Under the program of acquainting its people

and the world, the state preparing for unilateral disarmament would: 1) announce

that a portion of funds heretofore spent on defense would be allocated to devel-

opment through the U, N.; and 2) alter its relationship with its allies by

offering them economic aid in place of military aid.

The second phase would entail the actual process of unilateral disarmament.
In the words of Sibley, ''everything would depend on the boldness of the President
(or chief executive of the state taking the initiative) and his ability to
achieve the kind of leadership which would provide a rallying point". The
following steps would at least be included: 1) halting the manufacture of
nuclear weapons; 2) declaring that nuclear weapons would never be used; 3)
requesting the U. N. to supervise all missile tests to ascertain if they would
be used for peaceful purposes only; 4) dismantling all overseas military bases
and recalling all men and weapons from them; 5) turning any early-warning radar
line around so that it becomes a bilateral safety device; 6) the U, N. would be
invited to establish ground inspection stations on the state's soil to ascertain
that these disarmament steps would actually be carried out; 7) the state would
urge the U. N. to develop a genuine world police system with international courts
to judge individuals; 8) bilzteral or multilateral negotiations would be intensi-
fied; and 9) the state would put into effect its plans both to convert its war
industries to peaceful production and to begin a process of civilian defense.

The third phase would bring the state to the end of the disarmament process,
including the following steps: 1) all research in chemical weapons would cease;
2) there would be a regular phased reduction of all categories of military de-~
fense (including weapons stockpiles) until the state possessed only a small,
police-type force; 3) the development, testing and production of all weapons
would be terminated; 4) the state would turn over all international waterways
to the U. N. and urge other szates to do so; 5) the state would abandon all
military assistance programs; and 6) the state would abolish military conscrip-
tion, but encourage a voluntary youth corps for domestic and overseas development.

Sibley emphasized that at every stage there would be a "skillful pacing of
initiatives to encourage the maximum favorable response and statesmanlike mixing
of bold unilateral steps with patient negotiation so that there could be a bal~
ance of prudence against necessary risk for the sake of the future'.
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---—-disarmed- (and-had -observers present to-witness-the process)." The only other™ = "

The state which disarms unilaterally must face the prospect of aggression
and war, even if disarmed, There are several contingencies. First, a nuclear
power could initiate a nuclear war against the disarmed nuclear state, but war
might be more likely between two nuclear armed states. Second, the disarmed
state could be occupied by an armed state. But for what purposes? The occupa-
tion of states in modern times is usually to prevent their rise as a military
threat, but this would not be true for a state which voluntarily and unilaterally

reason for occupation would be for the occupying state to acquire and remove its
wealth. This would be a dubious objective for any rational state in modern times,
In any case, if the unarmed state were invaded or occupied, the process of non-
violent resistance would begin. This would not be without difficulties, but it

1s felt that fewer injuries and deaths would result than with traditional war,
using violence on both sides. : ‘

There are, of course, unanswered questions. First, would the possibility
of war be greater between the unarmed state and its opponents under unilateral
disarmament or under an arms race, or even under multilateral disarmament?
Second, even if the unarmed state did not face war, would its voluntary dis-
armament so destabilize the world that its allies might be open to attack even
if it were not? Third, would the abandonment of power politics by the unarmed
state set in motion the abandonment of this system by other states and thus
promote more quickly multilateral or further unilateral disarmament?

Does defense always have to mean military defense? Is there an alternative
to military defense? Are there ways to deter Occupation or other attacks on a
state and, if invaded, to end the occupation? These are questions raised - and
answered - by advocates of unilateral disarmament, because they insist that the
road to this kind of disarmament does not automatically lead to invasion and
occupation,

Dr. Gene Sharp, a student of nonviolent techniques, asserted in "Exploring
Nonviolent Alternatives', that the assumptions are not valid that defense capac-
ity and military power are identical and that military occupation of a state
means military control. He wrote: '"Military power today often exists without
real capacity to defend in struggle the people and society relying upon it.
Often it only threatens mutual annihilation.'" He also indicated that "military
occupation does not necessarily give the invader political control of the coun-
try, and the occupation’'can be destroyed without military assistance".

Unarmed people - as well as armed soldiers - can defend a state. This
approach has been called "civilian defense'" and should not be confused with civil
defense! The aim of civilian defense, according to Sharp, is to "defeat military
aggression by using resistance by the civilian population as a whole to make it
impossible for the enemy to establish and maintain political control over the
country'. Sharp and others showed that there is a long history of nonviolent
political struggle, already having produced '"some impressive results, even
against high odds". Scholars have identified about 200 specific methods of
nonviolent action. They can be classified under three broad categories:

1) protest, such as demonstrations and vigils; 2) non-cooperation, including

social non-cooperation, economic boycott and strikes, and political non-cooperation;
and 3) intervention, including fasting, nonviolent occupation, and parallel govern-
ment. Sharp insisted that the use of a considerable number of these methods,
“"carcfully chosen, on a large scale, persistently, with wise strategy and tactics,
by trained civilians, is likely to cause any illegitimate regime gevere problems".

Erich Fromm, writing in 1962, gave reasons for the relevance of unilateral
disarmament, a relevance which is, if anything, greater today than yesterday:
"Thinking through the arguments for a radical - even though practically unaccept-
able - position contributes to breaking through the thought barrier which prevents
us now from getting out of the dangerous circle of secking peace by means of '
threat and counterthreat. Taking seriously the reasoning which supports the un-
popular position of complete unilateral disarmament can open up new approaches
and viewpoints which are important even if our practical aim is that of graduated
unilateral action or even only that of negotiated bilateral disarmament."
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PEACE INLTTATIVES STRATEGY

thméntarx

The Peace Initiatives Strategy incorporatecs elements of the three
previously discussed approaches and differs at significant points with
each. It acknowledges the potential threat of military power in adversary
nations and sees the negotiation process as inadequate to reverse the arms
race and initiate disarmament. It calls for unilateral actions to reverse
the arms race, but it insists that these be designed to gain agreement and
reciprocation from other nations. It sets a goal of total disarmament but
proposes that it be achieved in carefully planned stages and that it be
universal.

The article by Bill Rose sketches the main themes of this approach and
of fers some specific examples. It is suggested that the dynamic of action-
response which fuels the arms race can be reversed to initiate a "peace race'.
In this approach, a government announces. a "low risk" initiative action to
halt or reverse the arms race and calls for a similar reciprocal action from
other nations.. If thi« response is forthcoming, a further initiative step
is taken (and reciprocation sought) to maintain the momentum. The article
from To End War provides additional background for this approach and .
broadens its application to other possibilities for international change. -

This approach suggests the possibility of generating real movement
toward limited disarmament goals while maintaining a vision of a disarmed
world. Some kind of unilateral action scems nccessary to break the nego-
tiation deadlock, and the cmphasis on initiative action coupled with recip-
rocation is one of the strengths of this approach, Further, as proponents
of Minimum Deterrence point out, there exists in the U. S. a margin of
safety to permit low risk initiatives without endangering national security.
The weakness of this proposal lies mainly in its undeveloped character,
Expert study is required to design a strategy of peace initiatives (as
opposed to isolated action), and careful planning is needed for alternative
forms of pressure to gain reciprocation when internal forces and world
opinion prove inadequate.,

25
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The selection from To End War by Robert Pickus is reprinted on pages
97-101.
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V. PROPOSALS FOR REVERSING THE ARMS RACE

NEW APPROACHES TO ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT

Twenty-fourth Report of the
COMMISSION TO STUDY THE ORGANiZATION OF PEACE-
Louis B. Sohn, Chairman

Betty Goetz Lall, Chairman,
Working Group on Disarmament

COMMISSION TO STUDY THE ORGANIZATION OF PEACE
866 United Nations Plaza, New York, NY 10017

September 1976

NOTE

fhis document sets forth the 66 Recommendations contained in the 24th Report of the Commis-
sion to Study the Organization of Peace. A limited offset edition of.the Report, 64 pages
°f text plus introductory material, was distributed to the information media on September
20. - A larger offset edition, and eventually a printed edition, will be issued later.

RECOMMENDAT IONS

I. INTRODUCTION

Impact of Arms Production on Economic Resources

1. The United Nations General Assembly should call on the Governments of the principal
irms-manufacturing countries to publish annual reports on the amount of non-renewable re-
sources consumed in the production of arms and the amount of capital and manpower devoted
to producing arms and conducting arms-related research and development.

2. The United Nations Secretariat should publish an annual report showing (a) the
imount of total world production of non-renewable resources--petroleum, iron ore, copper,
1ickel, manganese, bauxite, and other key minerals--that are consumed in arms production;
ind (b) the amount of total world capital and manpower, including scientific and technical
resources, that are devoted to arms production, research, and development.

3. The U.S. Congress should enact a law requiring that every military budget reqiiest
tontain a report by the Council of Economic Advisors and the Council on Environmental
Juality on the amount of resources--manpower, capital and physical--consumed in arms pro--
luction during the previous fiscal year and to be consumed as a result of the proposed
sudget. Analysis of these reports -should be undertaken by the General Accounting Office
ind the Congressional Budget Office,

IT. ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF CONTROL

L. Controlling the Rate of Resecarch and Development

... 1, The Congress should exercoise oversight over the issuance of contracts of research,
levelopment, test and evaluation of new weapons systems, especially potentially destablizing
mes, and should pay special attention to and provide maximum publicity for the arms control
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and disarmament Iimpact statements now required by law.

2. Governmental and non-governmental approaches should be made to officials and
scientists in the Soviet Union and other countries, requesting discussion and negotiations
about how best to treat the control of military research and development in the context of
the Soviet system, as well as in the United States and other countries,

B, _Arms Control Through Unilateral Policy Decisions Compared with Bilateral and Multi-
lateral Negotiations

1. The United States, for a period of two or three years, in order to encourage re-
ciprocal reductions by the Soviet Union and other countries, should (a) initiate reductions
in expenditures for both strategic weapons, particularly land~based nuclear missiles, and
conventional forces; (b) postpone decisions on production of new weapons systems, and (c)
propoge that states making such reductions devote a substantial part of the amount of the
reductions to economic and social assistance, especially multilateral, to those poor nations
that are not wasting resources on excessive armaments.,

2. The United States should forego authorization for development, production and
deployment of weapons for use as '"bargaining chips"” in future negotiations,

3. In order adequately to inform Congress and the public, the Executive Branch should
report more fully to them on bilateral and multilateral arms control talks, and together
with the Soviet Government should issue frequent joint reports during sessions of SALT and
other bilateral negotiations, and transmit them to the United Nations.

III. CONTROLLING AND REDUCING CONVENTIONAL WEAPONS

A. Control of the International Arms Trade

1. The United Nations should undertake to publish a Yearbook on arms trade, including
licensing agreements, arms production, and military expenditures. One objective of such a
Yearbook should be 'n develop uniform standards for accounts and categories of military
trade, production, and expenditures. All nations should move as rapidly as possible to
adopt these standards, recognizing their importance for arms control., Sources for the
Yearbook should include official reports from governments and reputable non-governmental
research orgunizatious.

2. The United States should proceed immediately to convene a suppliers' conference
among the NATO nations, with the objective of scheduling a full international conference
in 1977 under Uni{ted Nations auspices for the purpose of restricting arms sales., The
conference should address the question of the need to provide more security to buyer states
through regional arms control measures.

3. The President, for a limited period of time, should enunciate U,S. arms trade pol-
icy, in the form of a request for a law or by an Executive Order, setting an overall dollar
limit on all licenses for the export of arms, with a view to inducing other arms suppliers
to adopt similar policies. ’

4, The United States should enlist the cooperation of other arms suppliers in a joint
proposal to the United Nations rcquiring the notification to that tody of the nature, amount,
and destination of all arms truansfers and the registration with it of all iicenses for ex-
ports of arms technology.
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5. All proposed arms transactions by the United States should he accompanied by a
Presidential finding, on the publie record, detailing the considerations of the U.S. side

~which make the transfer desirable,

O

6. Licensing of exports of arms techinology should be put under controls as strict
as those for the esport of arms,

7. the United States should seek in the United Nations the convening of negotiating
conferences in the wvarious gcographic regions, including all interested parties, with a

view to resolving disputes and achieving control of armaments in the area.

B. Restrictions on Deployment

1. ‘'The United Nations resolution, calling on all states to treat the Tndian Ocean as
a zone of peace and to prevent a foreign arms race from occurring in the area, should bhe
accepted and implemented. Specifically, the states outside the Indian Ocean region, esp-
ecially the United States and the Soviet Union, and the littoral states, should agree that
(a) outside powers should not station naval vessels, on a permanent or semi-permanent basis,
in the [ndian Ocean, but should retain all other high seas rights; and (b) outside powers
should not maintain military bases or facilities in the region.

2. 'the United States should negotiate with the Soviet Union an agreement to vestrain
naval deplovments in the [ndian Ocean; pending attempts to negotiate an agreement, the
Congress should refuse Lo authorize or appropriate further funds for the improvement of the
exlsting facilities on Diego Carcia.

3. 'The UN Security Council, acting under Article 34 of the Charter, should send an
Observer Team immediately to the Indian Ocean (a) to visit every port facility being used
by naval forces from outside the region, and to report on its status and on any weapons
that have heen installed to protect it; and (b) to report periodically on the implementation
of the steps set forth in paragraph 1 above.

1V, LIMITATIONS OF MILITARY EXPENDITURES

1. The United States should take an active leadership role in negotiations to curb
military expenditures and allocate resources to non-military programs.

2. The President, backed by a Congressional resolution, should at the start of his
term initiate the effort by a formal declaration of the U.S. intent to move toward a re-
duction of military expenditures. At that time he should invite the Soviet Union and all
other states to join in this objective by making similar public commitments,

3. At the same time, the Executive Branch should undertake an overall review of prior-
ities, Including economic and social assistance to developing countries. Before the next
budget is prepared, the President should recommend specific program alternatives for the
use of labor and industrial resources to be released from military uses, including imag-
inative and far-reaching projects in the field of energy technology. The President's
hudget for Fiscal Year 1978 should reflect these program recommendations.

4, 1In his budget presentation, the President should encourage reciprocal actions by
other states by identifying the specific military program elements which account for the
reduction of expenditures.

5. The United States should seek agreement with the USSR to standardize their budget
categories and accounting procedures and to adopt common definitions, so that the two mil-
itary budgets will be comparable for purposes of analysis. Other states should be invited
to join the agreement.

29

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



E

O

40

6. As a first goal of the United Nations program on standardization of budgets
(sce TIT, A, 1, page 3), agreement should be reached on standardization of budget accounts
and the ldentifleation of the components of the military budget. All states should proceed
quickly to put their accounts on a standard basis,

7. The Umited Nations should continue its study of the technical issues and oiffer-
ences assoclated with a reduction of military expenditures, increasing the emphasis on
means of simplifying the verification process. The objective should be graduated dis-
closure with which all states could comply,

8. The contributions of private groups to the study and solution of verification
questions should be encouraged both by the United “ations and by national governments.
Private organizations should be invited to participate in United Nations studies. .

9. International agreements for the reduction of forces or arms should in general
incorporate provisions for a commensurate reduction of expenditures, A simplified re-
duction formula in the treatyv should make savings explicit and public,

V. CONTROLLING WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION

A. Control of Strategic Nuclear Weapons Delivery Systems

1. A SALT Il agreement based on the Vladivostok Accords should be speedily negotiated;
negotiations should hegin immediately thereafter on a SALT III agreemeut embodying reductions
of strategie delivery vehicles on the following basis:

(a) Both sides agree to eliminate each year over a five-vear period 20 percent of their
existing intercontinental ballistic missiles, submarine-launched ballistic missile launchers,
and intercontinental bombers.

(b) The 20 percent of each class of weapons delivery system should be selected from a
mix of the most recently deployed and older weapons systems.

(c) At the end of five years both parties shall review the progress of the agreement,
including an assessment of relative strengths of forces of other nations, and work to con-
tinue the reduction process on a vear-to-year basis thereafter.

(d) Both sides agree to halt all flight testing of new types of intercontinental
ballistic missiles, submarine-launched ballistic missiles, intercontinental bombers, and
cruise missiles over 600 kilometers range.

(e) Both sides agree to conduct no more than 10 flight tests per year, over agreed
test ranges, of those types of intercontinental ballistic missiles, and submarine-launched
ballistic missiles which are still in their operational inventory at that time.

(£) Definition of weapon types, and prescribed means of verification, including the
resolution of ambiguities, should be consistent with the definitions and procedures worked
out in the SALT I negotiations and in subsequent negotiations of the Standing Consultative
Commission.

B, Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons Tﬁrough the Spread of Nuclear Energy Plants Providing

the Capabilitv for Making Nuclear Weapons and Nuclear Weapons Testing

1. The United States and the Soviet Union should agree Lo an immediate moratorium
suspending all underground nuclear weapons tests for five years and should commence more
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in.en e negotiations to achiieve as—r.:—=nt on a permanent ban of such tests, . o proposed

trea* anning underground nuclear = 15 and peaceful tests down to a level of 150 kilo-
tor: . reed upon by the United Staw=: :d the Soviet Union, shonld not be accep 1. Instead,
1t he 1 be returned to the Presid -t !:.r renegotiat<on so rtha: .« compr-hensive - o -
we: . west ban can be negotiated.
~  The lUni ‘tates and ‘e i vion, toget.en .t . many v -mbers ot - .up-
plices’  ub" as - sssible, should a . -- to provide any r » material, equipmen: o
te'b o to ans m-nuclear ¢ .unt s the latter unde:: N
o acc:p: [nternation: lergy Agenc safeguards over all its nuc
LIETL ad facilitles;
ot to conduct any nuclear €% - ssions of anv kind, whether for peaceful vilit-
ar. Y
{ not to build or operate anw cnium enrighment or . utonium processing r o
und-t 4 national control.

3. The United States, the Soviet nion and the other :upplier states should indicate
their willingness to build regional, muiti-national or international plants for uranium
enrichment and plutonium reprocessing which would be under IAEA supervision and control
and jointly financed by two or more countries with help from the supplier states,

4, 'tThe United States and the Soviet Union should proclaim their willingness to conduct
underground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, either for themselves or for non-
nuclear states, only when authorized to do so by some competent international authority to
be established for that purpose, and that they would begin immediate consultations to con-
vene a conference for the creation of a non-discriminatory and equitable special international
regime for peaceful nuclear explosions.

C. Danger of Theft of Nuclear Weapons and Materials

‘1. The United States should meet periodically with other nuclear states to consider
the best means for assuring the physical security of, and to review safeguard measures for,
nuclear materials, plants and weapons, and should institute research programs in this field.

2. ‘Ihe nuclear powers should take special precautions, such as (a) making the fission-
able material in reactors less suitable for explosives by mixing it with non-fissionable
substances; (b) mixing radioactive material high in gamma rays with the enriched uranium
or plutonium to make it dangerous to handle; (c) storing the highly dangerous spent fuel
rods instead of reprocessing them; and (d) reducing the quantities in transit to a minimum
and putting all transit of fissionable material under govermment control.

3. ‘The nuclear powers should establish national and international command and com=-
munications centers for monitoring the movement of nuclear material and for responding to
any thefts or seizure; and create special national and international agencies to deal with
actual or suspected thefts and seizures.

4, ‘The United States should press the International Atomic Energy Agency to set by
treaty international standards for adequate national measures of physical security; to
establish international or regional nuclear fuel cycle centers; and to prepare an inter-
national convention to cooperate in preventing theft, and in pursuing stolen material, and
to refuse asylum to nuclear thieves and terrorists. ’
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D. Restrictions on Use and Dleplsymne. . F Nu-Zzar Weaporw:

1. The Congress, by pa=sing .- -t olutions, should indicz:: =s support of
a declaration of policy by tihe Pre :-: Wi, e United States will not @ .2 nuclear
weapons against any state which de . .. : - nuclear weapons of its ¢ or allows the
stationing of any foreign-owned we. .~=: - .erritory.

2. The United States should pre ‘or &z . "eaty by the states posses:ing nuclear
weapons by which they would agree to =o' +-afn . -m the use of such weapons against states
which do not possess nuclear weapons .  the.; V&, nor allow the stationins of foreign-

owned weapons on their territories.

3. While the general treaty on - » 0L nuclear weapons, proposed in paragraph 2
above, is being negotiated, the state - w7 1izz nuclear weapons should .articipate in
a series of regional treaties by whic + owwiil refrain from the use of such weapons
against states in these regions which sn.sess nuclear weapons of tieir own. nor
allow the stationing of foreign-owmed 0% = ©r their territories.

4. All nuclear weapons states sir

(a) undertake actively to support ~ - romote the establishment of nuclear weapon-free
zones, '

(b) Issue a joint or separate deci -:  .as that they will respect the status of any
nuclear weapon-free zone and that they 7ot use or threaten to use nuclear weapons

against any such zone that is created.

(c) Undertake to become a party to “totczol II of the Treaty of Tlatelolco creating
a nuclear weapon-free zone in Latin Amer-»: this would apply only to the Soviet Union),

(d) Undertake to become a party to Frotazol I of the Treaty of Tlatelolco (this would
apply only to the United States and Franc::.

E. Chemical and Biological Weapons

1. The Congress should pass the resci:um.ns before it proposing that the Congress
state that it would support the President = _: iaclaraticm of policy against any further
U.S. manufacture or possession of lethal .ti=x~ . .:1 weapons (such as nerve gas, mustard

gases, etc.),

2., The Executive Branch should undertake a phased program to destroy lethal chemical
weapons and to convert or destroy their production facilities, with invited witnesses for
verification; the USSR and other nations should be urged to do likewise.

3. The United States should promptly izform the Conference of the Committee on Dis-
armament of its support of a draft treaty imposing such constraints on all states party
to the treaty.

4. The United Nations should undertake studies of appropriate and effective means to
monitor compliance by nations with the --emf{cal warfare treaty proposed above.

VI. STRENGTHENING INSTITUTIONS '3 = .I[EVE ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT

A. International Institutions

1. The United States shonld propose zrms control and disarmament measures for study
and negotiation by the Conference of the Uommittee on Disarmament; and the Congress should
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czll upon the Arﬁs Control and Disarmament Agency to prepare an agenda of such meazuivis.
with an indication of priorities.

2. The United Nations General Assembly should (a) request the Conferemce of =:e
Committee on Disarmament to report directly to the Disarmament Commission; and (b) wequ:st
the Disarmament Commission to meet annually, preferably in January.

3. The UN General Assembly, ewery other year, should hold a special session, : 7 =2
foreicn minister level, to review progress toward disarmament. To initiate these Blec il
zessions, a World Disarmament Confer—ence should be convened.

4. The United States and other countries should work to obtain the full particip:~—Ton
=% China and France in disarmament negotiations, either through a restructured CCD «x =
replacement of this body.

5. The United Nations University should make arms control and disarmament one =7 The
priorities of its curriculum and should undertake and promote research, training and
educational programs concerning all aspects of arms control and disarmament in regiomil
&nd national institutions throughout -the world.

6. The UN General Assembly should encourage regional negotiations on arms comntrol
and disarmament and request that the results be reported to the Disarmament Commission,
for consideration at its annual meeting, and to the biennial special sesslon of the
General Assembly, ( '

7. The UN General Assembly should establish procedures by which appropriate inter-
national and national non-governmental organizations could offer their views and the
results of their research to any UN organ that is considering disarmament,

8. The UN Ceneral Assembly should establish the post of Under-Secretary-General for
Disarmament and a Research and Analysis Center for arms control and disarmament, and
authorize the Secretary-General to convene groups of experts to present reports to the
General Assembly and to provide technical advice to the Center.

9, The UN General Assembly should authorize the Secretariat to provide services
upon request to all international conferences concerning arms control and disarmament,
whether bilateral or multilateral, and to assist in preparing proposals, resolutions and
conventions; and should authorize the Center to undertake research work in this field
on its own initiative or upon the request of any group of states.

B. Regional Institutiomas

The Organization <f American States, the Organization of African Unity, the Arab
League, the various Eucopean and Asian regional organizations and other reglonal bodies
gshould devote continuning attention to all aspects of arms control and disarmament, and
should establish special units in their respective secretariats to undertake research
in this field. :

C. National Institutions

1. The U.S. Executive Branch

(a) The President should have the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency play
a major role in all arms control and disarmament negotiations.
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(b) More informz_:>u hould be provided to ti- ablic ccicevning U,S, arms contral

and disarmament policy ..l -rograms.

(c¢) The Director of :.e U.S. Arms Control and ' sarma=:: : “\gency should use mrrz
the powers he has under th: = isting legislation as -ne Presicent's Disarmament Adv: o,
and arrangements should be .:de ' more freguent meocings 2 the Jirector with the
President. The Director o: _.he <A should particip='.e as = FuI_ and activs member c-

the National Security Counc:Z.

(d) 1In order to carry sut - DA's mandate from Congress zo rTepare for and comiduct
negotiations, to advise the President, to construct impact sratements concerning pro-
posed weapons systems, and -o provide the Congress and the public with the information
necessary to make sound judzments, the Executive Branch shouid request substantially
increased funds from Congre:zs fo- personnel and Tesear:h,

(e) The General Advisory Committee of ACDA should, at the request of appropriate
Congressional Committees, present ts them (and hence to the public) its viewpoint and
conclusions on specific arms control and disarmament policies, Terms of members of the
Advisory Committee should be limited, and the Committee should consist of knowledgeable
persons who have demonstrated a real interest in the subject.

2. The U.S. Congress

(a) Congress should czrefully evaiuzte the implementation of legislation direciing

|
A

.. i
ACDA to prepare arms contrc’ lmpact statements on proposed new weapons systems, Congress|

should effectively exercise its powers in decisions on arms sales abroad. TImpact stare-
ments should beccme availabiz to the public to the greatest extent possible,

(b) Congress should be represented by observers at all international arms comrrol
and disarmament magotiations.

(c) Congress should establish goals for disarmament and arms control progress,
and the actions taken should be evaluated in terms of the extent to which these goals

are being realized.

D, Private Institutions

1. Non-governmental organizations should Intensify their interest, expand their
expertise and increase their zcti—itiss aimed z= shaping public opinion and influencing
decision~-making on arms contrcl and disarmament matters.

2. Governments, foundatZons and non-goverzmental organizetions in as many countries:

as possible should encourage =nd support pr=vm=z resmarch in all aspects of arms control
and disarmament.

3. National governments shoulZ improve ths channels for non-governmental organiza-
tion input and consultation, and -“zrernatiomal govermmerral orgmmizations should prowide
ways by which non-govermmental orszmizations can influemce decizions made at this lewsl.

4. Non-governmental orgzmizations should monitor govermmermal disarmament megotia-

tions., This should maximize rheir impact on the deliberations and encourage positive
results.

VII, TOWARD A DISARMED WORLD

1, The U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency should undertake in-house and
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contract resea-c-h progra-s on tt lon.-verm utility of = pwlicy of deterrence in pre-
venting nuclez: war and -romotir the wolfare of Americi:ns with the objective of giving
the governm:nt znd the : »lic r: :l¥st: . evaluations of the future,

2. The U. . Arms ¢ 1tvol wed i:: -mament Agency shouldd, through in~house and
contract rese: -:hi, propc : plaus Zor =z means to move trwa: ! alternative security
policies, inc: .iing gene. sl and impi==: disarmament.

3. The ¢ gress should requz—: v Office of Techncl:.y Assessment to under-
take in-housze : 1wl contract studis = "ar to (1) and {2) ::ove.

4. The !" ;. Congress shoul: zhiish a basic polic— cf providing specific fund-
ing to suppor- °.S. efforts to de- the goal of general :zad complete disarmament, to
devise the st:- = necessarv to ac® .#-= ir, and to promote - =m nationally and interna-
tionally.

5. The p:roposed UN iesearci aad zmalysis Center for .—ms Control and Disarmament
should undertake a reexamination -i the Zorin-McClory "Agr==d Principles of Disarmament
Negotiations', unanimouslv endorsed by the General Assembl; in 1961, and the U.S. and
USSR draft treaties of 1962 on dizarmament, with the view to proposing a new draft
treaty for general and complete disarmament, for consideration by the General Assembly.

6. Interested groups of states should present their proposals to the Research and
Analysis Center. Institutions such as —he United Nations University, and Stockholm
International Peace Research Institute znd the Pugwash Confzrence should also te encour-
aged to present proposali.

EX!
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IV.B.

AMENL ‘NG THE NUCLEAR NON- PROLIFERAT ON TF “ATY (NPT),
by W' .liam Epstein

i1 orde- to help implement their obligatior. under Article VI of the NPT
and in order to strengthen the Treaty, the nuclcaz r wers might undertake to
carry out the following measures.

1.

ERIC
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To enter into a rormal and binding ' lec 7+ !+ way of amendment to thx
Treaty or otherwise, not to use or .hr:zater co use nuclesr weapon:
against any non-nuclear party that as n- :u-lear wsapoms on its
territory. (A possible less compre en. i+« und less favored alter-

native to this pludge would be one commivriag the nuclear powers riot
to use or threazen to use nuclear weaponr agzinst any non-nuclear
party unless it was engaged in an u-med zztack, in which it was
assisted by a nuclear-weapon state, agaiz::t any other party to the
Treaty.)

To begin immedizze negotiations to draf:t z treaty banning all under-
ground nuclear weapon tests for mil- tarr —urposes withk a view to
completing the treaty within one ye:ir.

To end the production of fissionablz mats=—ial for milirary uses and
transfer stocks to civilian uses.

To begin immediate negotiations to reduce and phase szt all land-
based ICBMs with a view to their =limination within six years, with
the proviso that if China and Framce do not likewise agree, each
party be entitled to retain un tc 3J land~nased ICBMs,

To begin immediate mezotiarcions L. reduce their submarine-launched
nuclear missiles t2 I percent of .71¢ numbers permitted under the
Interim Agreement Between the U, . .nd USSR with Respact to the
Limitation of Strategic Offensive - -imms, and the Protocal there:z.

To begin immediate megotiatior+: cc »&n 211 £l _ght testing of nr—lea—
weapon missiles.

To begin immediate negotis— *~3 to an the testing, manufacture ind
deployment of new nuclear w: ons.

To undertake to respect and o0 serv: all resional treaties creatizs a
nuclear-free zone Or a peace :one.

To undertake to present rew draft treaties for general and complete

disarmament under effect:ive international control with a neriod of
One or two years.

ws



Possible Amendments to the NPT or for Inclusion in a Declaration ‘esigned to
‘ Strengthen the NPT

Arcicie 1 No transfer of nuclear weapons, etc. from a ~uclear-
weapon State to any other nucl=zar-weapon Stzz:,

Article II No transfer of technology or zssistance in r:
nuclear weapons or nuclear ex:losive devices
non-nuclear-weapon State to z-other non-nuclear-weapon

State.

Article TII (1) The nuclear-weapon States t: zccept IAEA safegziirds on
their power reactors and othcz jnstallations and facilities
for the peaceful uses of nucrl-..r energy. on the same basis

as non-nuclear-weapon States.

: (2) The nuclear-weapon States " wcr-k out mord up- ~-date
national and international sz fezwards relatinz 1> the
production, utilization and transport of fissIsmable
material, to be approved by the IAEA and to be subject
to IAEA safeguards.

(3) Strengthen paragraph 3 of Arzi.le¢ .17 as ZndZcatwed for
Articles IV and V.

Article IV (1). No exchange of infcrmation or t-chnclogy betwesa partiss
to the Treaty and non-parties.

(2) No supply of equipment or fisz.. .mzitle m.zerz=l >y partics
to the Treaty to non-parties.

(3) - No construction of power or re¢w.orch reactors im the
territory of non-parties to the Treaty.

Article V (1) As interim measure - no undergrcind tests ©f nuclear
devices for peaceful purposes uriess (a) w¢rance author-
ization is given by the Secuziz+ Counci: of thz TN or by
the Board of Governors o: xhe T/FA, o by sCcm 2w com-
mittee of the General Assww . v ¢. :ablishel —he purpos:,
and (b) the nuclear explos: . dewvice is insp=zzsd in adva e
by a committee of nuclear p.wers.

ot

'

©2) As a permanent measure - establish an intermational regime

by treaty whercby

(a) PNEs would be carried out by nuclear :powez.~ for non-
nuclear powers cheaply and without discrixmunation.

(b) Pledges by non-nuclear powers not to condurt PNEs.

{(c) Plrdges by all nuclear powers, both nucler~ -weapon
Stiates and non-nuclear-weapon States, not O use
PiEs for military purpases or to manc=acture bombs.
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Article +vI

Article VII

(1)

(2)

(3)

{4)

(6)

(7)

(8)

The nuclear powers to enter into a formal and binding
pledge, by way of amendment to the Treaty or otherwise,
not to usc or threaten to use nuclear weapons against
any non-nuclear party that has no nuclear weapons on
its territory.

(A possible less comprchensive and less favored alterna-
tive to this pledge would be one committing the nuclear
powers not to usc or threaten to use nuclear weapons
against any non-nuclear party unless it was engaged in
an armed attack, in which it was assisted by a nuclear-
weapon state, against any other party to the Treaty.)

The nuclear powers to begin immediate negotiations to
draft a treaty banning all underground nuclear weapon
tests for military purposes with a view to completing
the treaty within one year.

The nuclear powers to end the production of fissionable
raterial for military uses and transfer stocks to
zivilian uses.

“he nuclear parties to begin immediate negotiations to
Teduce and phase out all land-based ICBMs with a view
-0 their elimination within six years, with the proviso
that if China and France do not likewise agree, cach
party be entitled to retain up to 50 land-based ICBMs,

“he nuclear powers begin immediate negotiations to
reduce their submarine-launched nuclear missiles to
20 percent of the numbers permitted under the Interim
Agreement Between the U. S. and USSR with Respect to
the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, and the
Protocol thereto. ' E

The nuclear powers to begin immediate negotiations to
ban all flight testing of nuclear weapon missiles.

The nuclear powers to begin immediate negotiations to
ban the testing, manufacture and deployment of new
nuclear weapons.

The USSR and U. S. to undertake to present new draft
treaties, within one or two years, for general and
complete disarmament under effective international
control,

The nuclear parties undertake to respect and subscribe

to any regional treatics for the creation of a nuclear-
free zone or a peace zone. -
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Article VIII

(1)

The partics to the NPT begin immediate negotiations

to amend Article VII, paragraph 3, to provide that the
next Review Conference should take place in 3 years and
at intervals of 3 years thereafter.

The parties to the Treaty create a Committee of Consul-
tation consisting of the nuclear powers plus 10 members

(2 each from Africa, Asia, Latin America, Eastern

Europe, and Western Europe and others) to be elected

at each Review Conference, in order to consult on the
implementation and operation of the Treaty, to make
recommendations, and to submit an annual report to the
Parties and to the General Assembly of the United Nations.

e
cC
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DETENTE OR DISASTER?
A Proposal for Ending the Arms Race
by
John B. Massen, Director, Northern California Division, UNA-USA
December 1, 1975%

The U. S. Government (should) unilaterally adopt the following
disarmament policies and announce them publically to the world:

1. The U. S. will reduce its nuclear weapons stockpiles by 20
percent during each of the next five years beginning July
1, 1976.

2, The U. S, will completely cease all nuclear weapons tests
and will sign a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.

3. The U. S. will stop production of nuclear weapons and the
materials from which such weapons are made.

4. The U. S. will stop production of new weapons systems,
including but not limited to the B-1 Bomber and the
Trident submarine.

5. The U. S. will stop research and development programs for
new weapons systems.

The U. S. challenges the U. S. S. R. to match the U. S. unilateral
disarmament actions described above with equivalent actions by the
U. 5. S. R., in a continuous mutual disarmament policy. It is recog-
nized that the U. S. S, R. necessarily will begin its disarmament
actions after the U. S, The U. S. will review its unilateral disarma-
ment policies periodically and will ‘determine whether there has been
sufficient progress in U. S. S. R. disarmament to warrant continuation
of its disarmament policies during the year.

The U. S. Government should propose to the U. N, Security Council
and General Assembly the convening of a United Nations Disarmament
Conference no later than July 1, 1976.

The U. S. Government promptly adopts comprehensive and effective
legislation to ease and facilitate the conversion of production and
employment from military purposes to peaceful purposes that meet the
enormous accumulated needs of the American people.

* Excerpts from the author's paper; available for $1.00 from 152
St. Francis Blvd., Daly City, California 94015
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GRIT for MEFR in Turope

by Charles Osgcod

Editor's note: Below 1s an cdited versiom of testimcrm~ presented by Charles
Osgood to the Subcommittee on Europe of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs,
June 26, 1973. ‘

Osgood is a professor of Psychology at the Univ=rsity of Illinois (Champaign)

and develops his Graduated and Reciprocatasd Iniriatives in Tension-Reduction
(GRIT) strategy in An Alternative to War andé ..rrender (Urbana: University of
Illinois Press, }962). MBFR is the acronym Zu Mutual Balanced Force Rgductions.
the subject of til=s concerning Europe in 137> and again in 1976. ’

Application of GRIT tc MNUFR in Europe

Here I can only offer suggestions, =zot = full-blown step-by-step program.
The reasons for this are several: For orme tifinz, GRIT is a very complex process;
it involves not just military consideratioms._ or just political considerations,
but rather military, political, cultural azi£ zswchological considerations all at
the same time. One therefore must envisaz= =he combined planning efforts of
people in government representing all of rthese aspects of strategy, and more.
For another thing, by the very nature of the GRIT process - particularly its
dependence at each point in time upon the ozcurence and the bonafideness of
reciprocations - this strategy must be "plazed by ear'", so to speak. One's
own moves must be flexibly adapted to the p=st history of the process and the
present context: However, ten general '"rules' may provide guidelines for adapting
GRIT to the European problem,

1. Retaining the Capacity for Nuclear Retaliaticn

Nuclear retaliatory capacity can serve —=tional foreign policy (a) if it is
viewed not only as a deterrent but also as 2 =Zecurity base from which to take
limited risks in the direction of reducing texwsions, (b) if the retaliatory,
second-strike nature of the capacity is mzc= explicit, and (c¢) if only the
minimum capacity required for effective dm=—errence is maintained and the arms
race damped. Needless to say, none of these "if" conditions have been met to
date by the two nuclear super-powers. In zhe European theater both strategic
and tactical weapons are redundantly deplow=d -~ the former mainly in the Air
Force (SAC) and the Navy (Polaris submarimes), but the latter implanted in the
soils of both East and West Europe. The tactical nuclear weapons pose a partic-
ular threat to civilians, are typically "soft" targets (and hence an invitation
to surprise attack under hizh~tension condizions), and are in over-supply as far
as capacity for graded respcuse to aggressicm is concerned. Therefore, at some
stage in the GRIT process graduated and reciprocated reductions in these weapons,
along with the men that are assigned to them, should be initiated....

1)
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2. Retaining Capability for Graded Conventional Response to Conventional

Agercession

Sinee the Berlin Crisis of the carly 1960's - the U. S. and the U, S. S, R.
have developed a set of '"rules" for controlling the process of confrontation.

However, given cven present levels of tension, the general rule would be to
initiate unilateral moves in the regions of least tension and gradually extend
them to what were originally the most tense regions, The "thin blue line"
separating NATO and Warsaw Pact nations has its Northern (Norway and Denmark),
Central (the German/Benelux heartland), and Southern (Italy, Greece and Turkey)
regions (cf,, Stanley in U, S. Troops in Europe, pp. 65 - 69). Sovict combat
manpower in the Northern region is estimated to outnumber locally available
NATO manpower by about five to one, but, given neutral Sweden and Finland as
buffers, the main threats would be air or naval, It is doubtful if initiatives
in this region would be considered significant by the Soviets. The Southern
region is more balanced between NATO and Warsaw Pact total forces, but it is
also much more unstable, particularly in the East (Greece and Turkey) because of
proximity to the Middle Eastern tinderbox and the build-up of the Russian Medi-
terrancan fleet. So the Central region appears to be the best loeus for initiating
CRIT,

[n the heartland of Europe, especially in Germany, the balance between
forces is in rough parity, but with the Pact ground forces closer at hand and
the NATO forces more mobile (e. g+, the Allied Command Europe Mobile Force (AMF)
which has been actively exereising since 1962), 1f, in the carly stagoes of a
GRIT process, U. S, ground troops were withdrawn to this country but not deactivated,
then not only would they be much further away than withdrawn Russian troops but
there would be an increase in support cost, if anything,

This suggests a two-stage withdrawal process for the U. S, (and perhaps also
the 8. U.), with troops first removed to a location away from the heartland of
Europe but near cnough for quick veturn if required. The loci of such first-
stage bascs should not be in the Southern NATO region for obvious reasons, but
c¢ither the Northern (Norway, but not Denmark) or most Western (the British Isles)
regions would be feasible if acceptable to these allies. Such a two-stage with-
drawal process would also have the advantage of providing high visibility (i, .,
verifiability) of both first-stage (arrivals from Central Europe) and sccond-
stage (departures for the U, 8,) initiatives., A similar procedure by the Soviet
Union would offer !ike advantages,

3. Graduation of Unilateral Initiatives as a Function of Reciprocation

This {s the self~regulating characteristic of GRIT that keeps the process
within reasonable limits of security, 1f bona fide reciprocations of appropriate
magnitude are obtained, the magnitude of our subsequent steps can be increased;

Lf not, then the process continnes with a diversity of steps of aboul the same
mignitude of risk, In this conncction, both sides have to be alert for evaluating
and responding to reciprocations that are wot of the same kind and/or not of
apparently matehing magnitude, This is primarily because neither side ean be
confident that its perceptions of the significance of steps are the same as those
of the other. The Russians miy not give as much weipht to one of our unilateral
acts ag we do, or they may give more - and viee versa,  The ceritical thing is that
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all actions represent bona fide intentions to reduce tensions - and cven this is
susceptible to misintecpretation and must be carefully monitored.

(Such)....patterns suggest the following basic design for GRIT moves in the
force-reduction sphere: (a) they should begin with graduated withdrawal of U. S.
forces (of all conventional types, not mercly ground troops); (b) it should be
clearly indicated that if the Soviets reciprocate appropriately, there will be
no NATO replacements of these forces (i. ¢., an over-all reduction in opposing
forces will have beu“accomplished); (c) it should also be clearly indicated that
if wo appropriate reciprocation 1s torthcoming 1n a reasonable period, then the
equivalent of the withdrawn U. S. forces will be supplied by our NATO allies.
Such substitution of NATO Forces for U. S, forces should not extend to tactical
nuclear weapons; even turning control of such weapons over to, c. g., West German
forces would be extraordinarily threatening to the U, S. S. R. and to other
European states as well., Graduated and reciprocated reductions in nuclear
capabilitics of the supcrpowers could be included in the process, but would
remiin strictly on a bilateral basis.

4. Diversification of Spheres, Loci, and Initiators of GRIT

By "sphere of action'” is meant the substance of the initiatives -
whether in cultural, scientific, cconowmic, political, military, etc. arcas of
inter-nation relations. By "geographical locus'" is meant the nations primarily
affected by our initiatives and involved in the reciprocation process - in the
present case, which NATO countries, which Soviet forces, and which satellite
countrics. The recason for diversification of spheres and loci of unilatceral
moves is really two-fold: Ffirst, in maintaining sccurity, diversification
minimizes weakening one's position in any one sphere (e. g., combat troops) or
any one geographical locus (e. g., Greek and Turkish Thrace); second, in inducing
reciprocation, diversification keeps applying the pressure of initiatives having
a common tension-reducing iuntent and (hopefully) cffect, but does not 'threaten"
the opponent by pushing steadily in the same sphere of locus and thereby limiting
his number of options in reciprocating.

5, Desipning and Communicating GRIT So As To Emphasize Sincerity of Intent

The purpose of GRIT is to de-cscalate inter-nation tensions and create an
atmosphere in wifch political, rather than military, resolution of conflict

becomes feasible. But the dynamics of this strategy arce cssentially psychological.

[ts success depends upon creating the conviction, on both sides, that the moves
being made are motivated by a slncere intent to reduce tensions, Adoption of

the GRIT strategy therefore must involve a complete rejection of the more familiar,

traditional policy of deterrence by mutual threats; it substitutes an entirely
diffevent kind of "mutual deterrence' - scelf-determined rather than other-
determined - but it can be even more effective, and much less costly. This is
why cscalation and de-cscalation astrategies caanot be "mixed" in the scnse that
military men talk about the "optiwmum mix" of weapon systems. The reason is again
psychological: veactions to threats (aggressive impulses) are incompatible with
reactions to promises (conciliatory impulses); cach strategy thus destroys the
credibility of the other,
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ft is therefore essential that the complete shift in basic policy be clearly
signaled at the beginning. The President of the United States, in effect the
Leader of the NATO forces, must establish the right atmosphere - by stating the
over-all nature of the new policy, by emphasizing its tension-reducing intent,
and by announcing the first U, S. initiative.

b. Prior Announcements of Intended Actions and Identification with
Over-all Policy

Prior announcements minimize the unstabilizing potential of unilateral acts, ..
and their identification with total GRIT strategy helps shape the opponent's -
interpretation of them. In gencral, the tempo of unilateral initiatives (regard-
less of reciprocations) should be fairly constant; this is because initiators
need time to cevaluate and sclect actions which are appropriate to the context of
the moment and, equivalently, potential reciprocators need time to evaluate the
communicat ive actions received and plan their own return actions. On the other
hand, the mignitude of unilateral initiatives is variable (and, as I have
indicated, dependent upon the prior reciprocative behavior of the opponent).

The opponent may, in fact, over-reciprocate, thereby assuming the role of
"initiator".

7. Explicit Invitation to Reciprocate

The purposce of this "rule" is to increase pressure on an opponent, by making
it clear that reciprocation of appropriate form and magnitude is essential to
the momentum of GRLT, and to bring to bear pressures of world opinion. However,
exactly specifying the form or magnitude of reciprocation has several drawbacks:
having the tone of a demand rather than an invitation, it carries an implied
threat of retaliation if the demand is not met; furthermore, the specific
reciprocation requested may be based on faulty perceptions of the other's
situation, and this may be the reason for failure to get reciprocation. But
specificity is certainly a variable that itself can be manipulated.

8. Exccuting Announced Unilateral Actions on Schedule

This is the best indication of the firmness and bonafideness of our own
intent to reduce tensions, and it again involves the crucial distinction between
negotiations, requiring prior commitment, and GRIT, which substitutes post commit-
ment.  [n this case the 'negotiation" is informal, but the difference between
promiscs and commissions, between words and deceds, also applies, The control
over what and how much is committed is the graduated nature of the process
(#3 above) at the time-point when cach initintive is announced, the calculation
has been made in terms of prior reciprocation history that this step can be
taken within reasonable limits of sccurity, TFailure to execute an announced
step, however, would be a clear signal of ambivalence in intent.

O Continuing Unilateral Steps in the Face of Lack of Adequate Reciprocation

It is this characteristic of GRIT which at once Justifies the use of the
acronyin and raises the hackles of most military men. No doubt this was what led
one carly critic to dub my proposal "surrender on the installment plan'! My
reply was that both praduation and diversification of initiatives prevents
unaceeptable weakening of onr position in any onc sphere or locus of security,
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10, Maximizing Unambiguity aad Vefifiability of Both Initiatives and
Reciprocations

Positive sanctions (like "we will cut forces if you will'") are really a
form of negotiation, requiring prior commitment from the opponent, and negative
sanctions (like “we will cease all spy flights over your territory') can only be
tested in their violation. Unilateral actions, initiating or reciprocating,
should be unambiguous as to their tension-reducing effect, and this depends upon
their verifiability as well as their intent. Thus public deactivation of a
specific overseas basec has higher face validity than announcement of a budget
shift from "soft'" manned bombers to "hard" second-strike missiles. Inviting
opponent verification via direct, on-the-spot observation or via indirect media
observation (e. g., televising the act in question), along with requested
reciprocation in the verification of his actions, is ideal - and what little
might be lost in the way of secrecy by us or the Russians might be more than
made up in a reduced nced for sccrecy on both sides. Prompt and clear verifi-
cation is most important in the early phases of GRIT, when mutual distrust is
high, and becomes less critical as mutual trust builds up.
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by Edward C. Luck

The United  States, which c-
counts tor ahmost one udf of
glohal arms  transfers, is un-
questionahly the world's leading
arms merchant. Foreign orders
for US arms sales, under $11 .-
hillion in 1970, are expected to
exceed $10 billion this year for

- the third vear in succession,

Alurmied hy the rapid eseala-
tion of hoth the guantity and
quality of  US arms cxports,
Congress is considering legisla-
tion which woull considerably
increase its oversight of arms
sales (The  Inter Dependent,
April), Introducced hy Scnator
Humphrey last November, this
bill (S2662) gready  expands
arms siles reporting procedures
and cstablishes an overall $9 bil-
lion annual ceiling on US armis
sales, suhject to a case-hy-case
Presidential waiver. These pro-
visions, if they beeome lhiw, will
no doubt dampen the growth of
US arms sales, Yet the question
remains of how best to translate
unilateral US restraint into of-
feetive international contrals,

Several possible approaches
to this problem are suggested
in the interim report of the
United  Nuations  Association
Conventional — Arms  Control
Policy Panel entitled “Control-

ling the Internatiomd  Arnms
Trade,” released Apeit 120 The
report reecommends a series of
unitateral and multilateral ac-
tions for curbing the Hourishing
global arms tratfic,

The report expresses particu -
lur concern over the shipient
of some of the most sophisti-
cated and deadly weapons in
the US arsenal to third world
countries. The transfep of Targe
numbers  of  very  advaneed
weapons to potentially explosive
regtons can intraduce uneertain-
ties into the local military bal-
ance and inerease the diketihood
of armed conllict Therefore,

Economic rationales,
such as aiding the US
balance of payments or
supporting our domestic
arms industry, imply
open-ended arms sales
programs which may be
inconsistent with forcign
policy or arms

control objectives.

the report urges the US to re-
strict its shipment of high-tech-
nology weapons with primarily
offensive capabitities to devel-
oping countries, while cncour-
aging other supplicrs o adopt
siniilar restraints,

The  shipment  of  fighter-
boembers and surface-to-sarfice
missiles with city-busting capa-
bilities to conflict-prone  third
world areas has dangerous im-
plications.  'Fhe  widespread
bombing of citics in a local
conflict would greatly multiply
civin easualties and increase
the threat of direct superpower
involvermnent. With the growing
danger of nuelear proliferation,
the export of nuclear-capable
delivery  systems could  raise
dangerous ambiguitics regarding
the intentions and capabilitics
ol the recipient countries, The
pimel recommends that the US
dechire & mortatorium on the
export of these weapons to third
world coumtries and enconrage
other sappliers to follow sait.

As the emphasis in US ars
cxports has shifted from aid te
siles, which now miake up maore
than 95 pereent of US o
orders,  ceonomic  motivations
lave gained prominence Yol
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in the long run, dependence
on fluctuating foreign markets
could be detrimental 0 the
health of US defense industries.
Pevhaps more importantly, the
current searcity of global re-
sources underlines the urgency
of curbing arms expenditures in
the developing  world, which
have been increasing more rap-
idly than those in the developed
countrics,

" Economie rationales, such as
aiding the US balance of pay-
ments or supporting our domes-
tic' arms industry. imply open-
ended  arms  sales programs
which may he inconsistent with
forcign policy. national security
ar arms - control  objectives,
Thus, the panel suggests that
vconomic motivations should be
subordinated to these more im-
portant considerations. More-
over, the report urges that com-
mercial sales be phased out
gradually and that congressional
efforts to open arms sales trans-
actions to public scrutiny he
pursued vigorously,

According  to  the report,
arms transfers have proven to
be an ineffcttive means of gain-
ing lasting influence over the
domestic and foreign policies of
recipient countries, Through the
transter of armaments and con--
comitant support programs, the
US can inadvertently  become
identificd or involved with po-
tentially unstable and often un-
attractive regimes, Therefore, it
is essential that arms transfers
he more carefully coordinated
with US forcign policy interests.

Given the dominant US posi-
tion in the arms trade, greater
US restraint is a prerequisite .
for the development of effective
international control measures.
While the US should take the
initiative by adopting  certain
unilateral restraints on its arms
exports, in the long run limiting
the global arms traftic will re-

quire international cooperation
and multilateral  agreements
among both arms supplicrs and
recipients,

Edward C. Luck is project di-
rector of UNA's Conventional
Arents Comtrol Policy Panel.,

pendent, The Monthly Newspaper of the United
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ith permission.
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IV.H.: POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS ON CONVENTIONAL ARMS,
Policy Panel of the United Nations Association of the U,S.A.

A. The United States should exercise greater restraint in its arms
export policies. The long-range implications of arins sales for
U.S. foreign poelicy and national security interests must be given
greater weight,

1. Arwms transfers should be more carcefully coordinated with
U.S. foreign policy intercests, ‘The United States should no
¢ ommit itself to major avins sales to nations toward which
it has only marginal foreign policy ¢ominitments, particularly
if there is a risk that such arms transfers could have harm-
ul consequencss tor U,S, foreipn pulicy interests in the long
run,

2. Economic motivations, such as aiding the U.S. balance-of-
paytnents or supporting our -omestic arms industry, should
be subordinats to fureign policy, national security and arms
control considevations in determining U. €, arms export
policiezs,

3. Iuture U.S. arn.s vxport decisions should pay more attention
to their effect on U.t. military capabilities. The export of
arms and suppor: personnel to friendly nations may help pro-
tect U.S. overses s interests, but this potential benefit must
be weighed on a case-by-case basis against any possible
reduction of the readiness or reinforcement capability of the
U.S. armed forces,.

B. The United States should place certain unilateral restraints on
both the quality and quantity of its arms exports, particularly
to conflict-prone regions, and should encourage other suppliers
to adopt sirnilar restraints.

1. The United States should declare a taoratorium on the trans-
fer of weapons with city-busting capabilities, such as stra-
tegic bombers and surface-to-surface missiles, to Third
World countries and should encourage other suppliers to
follow suit. The principle of city avoidance should be stressed
in Soviet-Americin understandings regarding the Middle East
and reflected in their arms trade policies towards the area,
The shipment of Vershing and Scud missiles to the Middle
Fast is inconsistent with this principle.

2 The United States should declare o moratorium on the export
to Third World countries of weapons whase primary or exclu-

The full text of this Policy Report is available for $2.00 from

World Without War Bookstore, 110 S, Dearborn, Chicago, Il, 60603
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sive function is to deliver nuclear warheads and should
encourage other potential suppliers to adopt similar
restraints,

3. The United States should restrict its shipment of high tech-
nology weapons with primarily offensive capabilities to
developing countries and should encourage other suppliers
to adopt similar restraints.

4. Th~ United States should place greater restrictions on the
export of arms manufacturing equipment and technology to
developing countries and should encourage other suppliers
to adopt similar restraints.

5. The Ur:ited States should app~oach the Soviet Union regard-
ing a freeze on the shipment »f very advanced arms to the
Arab =tates and Israel. The abjective would be to maintain
a milit: ry balance with the nuinimum influx of advanced
weapon svstems.

6. The United States and the Soviet Union should agree to con-
sult with each cuer before undertaking major shipments of
arms to the Middle East. This system would involve prior
notification and consultation, but would not give either
country a veto power over the actions of the other.

7. The United States should discuss with its Furopean allies the
possibility of developing a coordinated and equitable arms
sales policy, which would allow some specialization in arms
production and export consistent with the goal of NATO arms
standardization.

8.  The U.N. Security Council, which includes the major arms-
supplying nations, should be ancouraged to formulate general
guidelines concerning the shipment of armaments to conflict-
pronc areas. These might include limitations on the quantity
and quality of arms exports, a discussion of their effect on
regional stability and means of verifying limitation agreements.

- Once established, these puidelines could be implemented on
A region-by-region basis.

C. 'The United States, in line with our stated position in the Confer-
ence of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD), should prt ite full
weight behind regional initiatives towards controlling the arms
trade.
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1. U.S. arms trade policies should be designed tc support
regional agreements to reduce arms imports or military
expenditures. In order to reinforce local initiatives
which only include a portion of the states in a particular
region, the U.S. should place the same, or stronger,
restrictions on arms exports to regional countries which
are not parties to the agreement as on those which are
parties. Other major arms suppliers should be encourageti
to foll~w the U.S. example.

2. At internationual discussions of ecomromic development, the
U.S. should emphasize the economic costs of arms races,
especially for developing countries. Additionally, as an
inducement tc individual states or -roups of states to
reduce their zrms acquisitions, the U.S. and other devel-
oped countrizs should take account of the reasonableness
of local military expenditures as ome factor in determining
the level of bilateral economic aid programs. A decrease
in local military outlays should, where appropriate, be
rewarded by increased economic assistance.

3. Administrators of multilateral aid programs should be
encouraged by U.S. representatives to include the reason-
ableness of local arms expenditures as a criterion in deter-
mining levels of aid to specific countries or regions. Thus,.
economic development could be stimulated both by an
increase in economic assistance and by a decrease in the
defense burden.

I'. Congress and the executive branch should work together to insure
the formulation and implementation of a coherent overall arms
export policy based on the principles outlined above. Recent
initiatives by Congress to increase its oversight of U.S. arms
sales reflects a growing recognition of the long-term implications
of these transactions.

1. Congress should pass legislation to phase out commercial
sales gradually. Arms sales have important foreign policy,
national security and arms control implications and should
be handled solely on a government-to-government basis.
This would allow for more streamlined decision-making
procedures and would lessen the possibility of .mproper
agents' fees and political contributions abroad.’

2. Congress should retain its case-by-case veto power over
large arms sales as an ultimate check on executive arms
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sales policy. Though rarely zmployed, this control mea-
sure may exercise a constrairing influence on administra-
tion policy.

Recent Congressional efforts to open arms sales transac-
tions to public scrutiny should be pursued, since increased
publicity will inhibit the widespread use of agents! fees and
bribery of foreign officials to obtain arms sales contracts.
The U.S. government should discuss with other major arms
supplying nations, particularly in Western Europe, measures
to discourage such improper payments.

The important foreign policy and arms control implications

of U.S. arms exports require that the locus of decision=~
making remain at the highest levels of the State Department
and White House, The currently large number of transactions
should not lead to a demotion of these decisions to lower
levels of the State Department bureaucracy or to shifting
them to the Department of Defense.
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V. INTERNATIONAL ARMS CONTROL AGREEMENTS

MULTILATERAL ARMS CONTROL AGREEMENTS

Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or
Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed June 17, 1925,
entered into force February 8, 1928.

Prohibits the use of the named items in war. The U. §. ratified the
Protocol and a separate Convention January 22, 1975, but reserved the right
to use non-poisonous gases to save lives in non-combat situations.

The Antartic Treaty, signed December 1, 1959, entered into force June 23, 1961.
Declares the Antartic to be for peaceful purposes only and bans any measure

_of a military nature. In addtion, the treaty internationalizes the area,

encourages scientific cooperation and provides for inspection with disputes

arbitrated by the International Court of Justice. .

Partial Test Ban Treaty, signed August 5, 1963, entered into force October 10, 1963.
This nuclear test ban treaty prohibits nuclear weapons tests in the atmo-

sherc, in outer space and under water and anywhere else if the results of such

explosions cause radioactive debris to be present outside the territorial limits

of the state under whose jurisdiction or control the explosion is conducted. As

of June 1, 1976, France and China have not signed the treaty. 103 other nations

have signed.

Outer Space Treaty, signed January 27, 1967, entered into force October 10, 1967.

Prohibits the orbiting of nclear or other weapons of mass destruction and
the installation of military bases or fortifications or the testing of weapons
on celestial bhodies.

Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin Amerdica (Treaty of
Tlateloleco), signed February 14, 1967, entered into force April 22, 1968.

Prohibits the testing, .use, manufacture, production or acquistion by any "
means of any nuclear weapons by Latin American countries. The parties agree
to accept International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards for nuclear
power facilities. Under Protocol I, powers which are internationally respon-
sible for territories lying within the limits of the geographical zone, are
required to accept the same prohibitions for such territories.

Under Protocol II, those signing agree not to contribute to acts v1olat1ng
the treaty or to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against the parties to
the treaty. The U, S. has signed Protocol II, but not Protocol I as of June
1, 1976.

Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, signed July 1, 1968,
entered into force March 5, 1970. ' '

The baslic provisions of the treaty are designed to prevent the spread of
nuclear weapons, provide assurance, through international safeguards, that the
peaceful nuclear activities of states which have not already developed nuclear
weapons will not be diverted to making such weapons; promote the peaceful uses
of nuclear cnergy including the sharing of technical data on peaceful nuclear
explosions and commits the nuclear powers to reduce their armaments and make
Further progress toward gencral and complete disarmament under effective
international controls.
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I_Ireaty, signed February 11, 1971, entered into force May 18, 1972,
Prohibits nuclear or other weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed
¢ sub-soil theveol beyond the outer limit of a sea-bed zone (12 miles).

Biviopical Warfare Convention, signed April 10, 1972, entered into force
HMaveh 26, 1974,

Pronibits the devel pment, production and stockpiling of bacteriological
aud toxin weapons and ca ls for the destruction of cxisting stocks.

Status of Multilateral Arms Control Agreements as of July 1976

Treaty Pro-

hibiting
Nuclear Nuclear Seabeds
Limited Outer Weapons  Nonproli- Arms Biological
Antarctic Test Ban Space in Latn eration Control Geneva Weapons
Treaty Treaty Trealy Amernca Treaty Treaty Protocol  Convention
Ayreament Opened tor Signature
12:1:59 8:5.63 127:67 2/14.67 7:1.68 21171 6:17:25 4,1072
AgQlesment Entered
Into Furce 6.23 61 e " t010:67 4:22:68 3570 518,72 2,8:28 32675
COUNTRY
us P P P P{1) P P P P
USSH P 34 P P P P P
UK P P P P(1)(2) P P P P
Atghanisgtan P S P P P
Algena S
Argenling P S P S ) P S
Austraha P P P P P P S
Austria P P P P P P
The Bahantas P
Harbados P P S P P
Belgam P P 4 P P P S
Berun P P S P
Botivia P S P P S P
Botswana e S P P P S
Braal P P P S(3) S P P
Buigana P P P P P P
Burma P P S P S
Butund S S P S S
Cameroon S S P S
Canada P P P P P P
Central Alncan P $ P S P S
Republic :
Cnad P P
Chile P P S S(3) P S
China (Fiepublic of) P P ' P P P P
Chuna, People's P(1) P
Repubic ot
Colomtna S S P S S S
Costa Rica P P P S P
Cubia P S
Cyprus P P P P P P
Ceecnoslavakia 1 £ P P P P P
Denimark P P P P P P P
Donnmcan Reputing P P P P P P P
Ecuado P P P P P P
Eqgypt 3] P S P S
El Satvaan P P p P S S
Equatunat Gunea S

P Party
S Sanatory

th Addiionat Peatucos il
1) Adatianat Protoco! |

1) AIsO ratitied Subjerct 1o precorvibons pot yol met l \ l'l‘l': l) S'l'.—\'l'lf]S \ R ‘IS (:( ) NII‘ R( )L
AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY

vreprinted from Arms Control Report

ERIC 51

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Status of Multilateral Arms Control Agreements as of July 1976 (Continued)

Agreement Opened for Signature

Agreement Enlared
Into Force

COUNTRY

Mauntania
Maurntius

Mexico

Monaco

Mongoha

Morocco

Nepal

Netherlands

New Zealand
Nicaragua

Niger

Nigena

Norway

Pakistan

Panama

Papua New Guinea
Paraguay

Peru

Phiippines

Poland

Portugal

Qatar

Romania

Rwanda

San Marnno

Saud Arabia
Senegal

Sierra Leone
Singapore
Somala

South Afnca
Spain

S Lanka (Ceylon)
Sudan

Surinam
Swaziland
Sweden
Switzerland
Syrnan Arab Repubtic
Tanzania

Thailland

Togo

Tonga

Trnnidad & Tobago
Tunisia

Turkey

Uganda

United Arab Emirates

P-—-Parnly
S-~Signalory

Antarctic
Treaty
12.1°59
52361
P
P
P
]
P
]

(2) Addimonal Protocol |

Limited
Test Ban
Treaty

8/5/63

10/10/63

DTNWDVDOVDODOVDOVDODDVDTUDO T TUTUO

VOO MV TOVTOWM

VTUVOVDOWNTVTTOO

DTOUDVDUVOUDUVDTOODDOVDOO

Outer
Space
Treaty

10:/10/67

MUV ODDVDOVNTVTDTOVDTODO T

nwoVOoWw ) oW nTww;

el i)

VOO OWNLTD

112767

Treaty Pro-
hibiting
Nuclear

Weapons

in Latin

America

2114/67

4/22/68

P(2)

192 |

bo

Nuclear
Nonprolif-
eration
Treaty

7:1:68

3/5:70

ol

T ODUDTVTODDO

TWOVOVOVODW VTVTODO VOO TUOVDUO w oo

MIOVMWTOVOT

Seabeds
Arms
Control
Treaty
21171
518:72
P
P
]
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
S
P
P
P
P
P
P
S
S
S
P
S
P
P
S
S
]
]
]

6i17/25

Geneva

2/8/28

TP UVUVUOVDOVDOUVOWMWUODOVDOVOODODDTOVDO

TTUVTO

T TOVDO

o B e Mo Bin o Bin o Bino o Bin o Min o B Bin o Bip o B0

4i10:72

Biological
Weapons
Protocol  Convention

3i26/75

T

VTOUVDODUODODOWLWLNTD

NOIVMWIDVTNWITOVDODIOWTOVTODTOITOM

NowLLMD

0o

69



70

Status of Multilateral Arms Control Agreements as of July 1976 (Continued)

Treaty Pro-
hibiting
Nuclear Nuclear Seabeds
Limited Outer. .. ... Weapons. - Nonprolif- - Arms "0 Biological T
Antarctic Test Ban Space In Latin eration Control Geneva Weapons
Treaty Treaty Treaty America Treaty Treaty Protocol  Convention

Acreement Opened for Signature :
12/1,59 8:5/63 1:27/67 2/14/67 7/1/68 21171 6/17/25 4/10/72

Agreement Entered
into Force 6.23:61 10/10/63 10/10/67 4/22/68 3/5/70 5/18/72 2/8/28

COUNTRY R

Ethiopia

Fip

Fintand

France [=]

Gbon

GAmbia

Grrman Democratic P
Republic

Germany. Federal
Republic of

Ghana

Greece )

Grenada ) p

Gnatemala

Guinea

Guyana

Hati

Holy See

Honduras

Hungary

Ieerland

Intha

Indonesia

friin

fraq

fretand

Israel

Italy

Ivory Coast

Jamaica

Japan P

Jordan

Kenya

Khmer Republic
(Cambodia)

Knrea, Republic of

Kuwant

Laos

Lebanon

Lesotho

Libena

Lihya

Lucembourg

M.dagascar

Malaw

Malaysia

M.ldive Islands

Mah

M.iita

3/26/75

S va v oamteemem e e

TOWMm
TTT

P(1)

T TTT
el )] he) T W T TVTTW
TTT
own
T T TTVTTVTDO

T T
T TT O”W TOWm T TV

T
TNV OVOLONITITOLOOO
T Y
TTUVTUODTDO TTODTTDO he)
TOVOW On wno he)
U'U_ TTT T

VTV ODWOVDOVTVTTVTOVOUODUOODUD O
"noVDo

T VTVDVUVUDUVUVUVUUVODUVDO

VTVDTVTVODODOWNWT TTVTTVOVDTVTUVTDO T TVTTW
T

VTTVTIVOVOVTVODODDO

T O THWT VWDVDUVTUVTO
T 0O OOMGITOTIOL O VOTVOT DOVOTVIOTIOML OO

T T OO NOTOT »n » TUWVWDTU VOO

T W TTVTTVUVTDODO TTTOTTUT

VOO
Y

P-—Party
S—Signatory

{1) Additonal Proiocol I

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Status of Multilateral Arms Control Agreements as of July 1976 (Continued)

Limited Quter
Antarctic Test Ban Space
Treaty Teeaty Trealy
‘Agreement Opened for Signatuce o
‘ 12/1/59 8/5/63 1/27/67 i
Agreement Entered V
Into Force 6/23/61 10/10/63 10,10/67
T COUNTRY
Upper Volta o s e
Uruguay P P
Venezuela P P
Viet:Nam, Republic of S S
Western Samoa P
Yemen (Aden)
Yemen (San'a) S
Yugosiavia P )
Zaire P S
Zambia P P
Total (4) 19P 104P 69
16S 358
P—Party
S—Signatory

(1) Additional Protocol 1.
(2) Additional Protocol !.
(3) Also ralified subject to preconditions not yet met.

(4) Byelorussian S.S.R. and Ukraiman S.S.R., are excluded from totals

(5) Latvia,-Estonia, and Lithuara have also ralfied

Treaty Pro-
hibiting
Nuclear telliear
Weapons Nunproit
in Latn eration
Amenca Treaty
2/14.67 7 sE
4:22/68 3570
]
P P
P P
P
=]
S
S
P
E
99F

71

Bilateral Arms Control Agreements Between the United States
and the Soviet Union as of July 1976

“Hot Line" Agreement
Improved “Hot Line” Agreement
Nuclear Accidents Agreement

ABM Treaty

Interim Agreement on Offensive Strategic Arms

Standing Consuitative Commission for SAL.T

Basic Principles of Negotiations on the Further Limitation of Strategic

Offensive Arms

Threshold Test Ban Treaty with Protocol

Protocot to the ABM Treaty

Seabeds
Arms Brological
Control Geri/a Weapons
Teeaty Protocol  Convention
CUwiiatenzes | wiess
518 2/8/28 3:26/75
- R
) )
P )
) )
) )
S P S
P P P
P
P P
h ;7—5_" 104P (5) 65P
365 3s 485
Entered
Signed Into Force
6/20/63 6/20/63
9/30/71 9/30/71
9/30/71 9/30/71
5/26/72 10/ 3/72
5/26/72 10/ 3/72
12121172 12/21/72
6/21/73 6/21/73
7/ 3/74
7/ 3/74 5/24/76
5128176

Treaty on the Limitation of Underground Explosions for Peaceful Purposes
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BLLATERAL ARMS CONTROL AGREEMENTS BETWEEN THE U. S. AND THE U. S. S. R.

Hot -Line Agreement, Junec 20, 1963.

Establishes a dircct communications link betwcen the two countries in
times of an emergency. A second hot-linc agreement (providing additional
terminals and including satellite communications systems) was signed September
30, 1971,

Nuclear Accidents Agrcement, signed Scptember 30, (971.

Provides a number of safeguards against accidenta! detonation of a nuclear
weapon or unintended launching of a strategic delivery system or against mal-
functions of communication facilities designed to provide advance warning of
strategic attack.

Agrecement on the Prevention of Incidents On and Over the High Seas, signed
May 25, 1972,

Provides mcasurcs to assure safety of navigation of the ships and planes
of the armed forces of the two countries.

SALT ABM Treaty, signed May 26, 1972.

Limits the deployment of Anti-Ballistic Missiles to two arcas in each
country - one for the defensc of the national capital and the other for the
defense of some inter-continental ballistic missilecs (ICBMs). National tech-
nical means of verification are authorized to provide assurance of compliance.

SALT Interim Agreement, May 26, 1972,
Provides a ceiling for five years on the aggregate number of fixed land-
based ICBMs and SLBMs (submarine launched ballistic missiles).

Agreement on the Prevention of Nuclear War, June 22, 1973,

Each country agrees not to act in a way which threatens the other
or the other's allies; moreover, if rclations betwcen them appear at
any time to involve the risk of nuclear counflict, both parties shall
immediately begin urgent consultations and make every effort to
avert the crisis.,

SALT ABM Treaty, July 3, 1974,

This protocol reduces the number of ABM sites from two to one and provides
for selection of a different area than either of the two previously chosen.

Threshold Test Ban Treaty, signed July 3, 1974.

Prohibits any underground nuclear weupon test having a yield exceeding
150 kilotons. National technical means of verification are accepted, but
the data so gathered is to be exchanged betwecn the parties,

Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty, signed May 30, 1976.

Limits the size of Peaceful Nuclear Explosions to under 150 kilotons
(10 times the sizc of the Hiroshima atomic bomb) and provides for on-site
inspections on a limited basis.

(02
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DISARMAMENT

TWENTY-F1VE DISARMAMENYT 1SSUES
at toe 30th U, N. General Asembly
by

Homer Jacl

For too many years Lthe action, or rather inaction, of the U, S. at the
U. N. and related disarmament discussions and forums has been obscured by '"more
Important events'", For too long the negative, truculent posturce of the U. S.
in the ficld of disarmament has been masked at the U. N, only because it has
only heen duplicated by similar actions by the U. S. S. R....

The 30th Session of the General Assembly adopted 25 resolutions on disarma-
ment. All werc acceptable resolutions - and a number of member states (such as
Mexico, Nigeria and Romania) voted for all 25. Some resolutions were better and
more important than othurs. None received less than 82 votes and eight were

_adopted by conscnsus. lHowever, of thesec 25 resolutions, the U. S. voted in

favor of only 12 or 52 percent. U. S. Ambassador Joseph Martin also admitted
that, if the U. S. had a choice aund there was no agreement for certain consensus
votes, the U. S. would have abstained on another three resolutions.

The U. S. S. R. at least voted for 15 or 60 percent of these resolutions.
China, which allegedly "is not yet ready for disarmament”, also voted for 60
percent.  And such allies of the U, S, as Canada and Japan voted for 20 and 21
resolutions respectively,...The world is marching toward nuclear war and the
U. §. voting record is ahout as constructive as that of Albania.

Summary of the Twenty-five Resolutions

[. Nuclpear Disarmiment [ssues

L. SALT 11: Resolution "regretting' the absence of "positive results during
the last two years™ of the SALT [T bilateral negotiations. Further it
expressed "concern for the very high ceilings of nuclear arms set for
themsclves by hoth States for the total absence of qualitative limita-
tions of such arms and for the protracted timetable contemplated for
negotiations of further limitations and possible reductions of the
nuclear arsenals',

2. Comprehensive Test-Ban Agreement: Introduced by the Soviet Union,
this resolution called for negotiations to reach agreement on the
complete and general prohibition of nuclear weapons tests. China
opposed this as did the U. §. in part on the grounds that national
means of verification arce inadequate and peaceful nuclear czplosions
were excluded.

3. Suspension of Nuclear Tests: Called for @ suspension of tests to
encourage negotiations on a comprehensive treaty hanning nuclear tests,
:
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4. Poaccful Nuclear Explosions (PNE): This resoluting asks for implementation
ol Article V of the Non-Proliferat ion Treaty calling for a special
agreement on PNEs,  This resolution sought to ensure that peaceful
nuclear explosions not contribute to the development or refinement of
nuclear weapons,

Nuclear Free Zones

5. Comprechensive Study: The preceding (29th) U. N. General Assembly
ordered a comprehensive study of nuclear-weapon-free zones. Finland
urged that all Covernments study this report and report by June 30,
1976 their views of this study,

6. Concept: Six states outlined the concept of a nuclear free zone and
defined the principal obligations of nuclear weapons states to it in
this resolution,

7. Indian Ocean: Th: U. N. General Assembly declared the Indian Ocean
a Zone of Peacce, lhis resolution sought to gain the cooperation of
the great powers with an ad hoc committee set up by the U. N. to
realize this concept, ’

8. South Pacific: Favors making the South Pacific a nuclear weapons
free zone,

9. South Asia: Separate resolutions by Pakistan and India were adopted
by consensus., Their aim is to establish a nuclear free zone in
South Asis,

L0,  The Middle East™ Seeks the establishment of a nuclear free zone in
the Middle East.

Il. Africa: Sccks the establishment of a nuclear free zone in Africa.

12, Latin America: Urges the U, S. and France to sign and ratify Protocol
L to the Treaty of Tlatelolco (declaring Latin America a Nuclear Free
Zone)., Protocol I would include treaties within the zone of the treaty
such as the Canal Zone and Guantanamo.

13. Treaty of Tlatelolco, Protocol Il: Urges the Soviet Union to sign and
ratify this protocol which pledges a nuclear weapons state not to use
or threaten to sc nuclear weapons against any member of the zone.

#

Conventional Disarmament Issucs

4.  Indiscriminate Weapons: This resolution urges the third session of
the Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation and Development of
International Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts (meeting
in Geneva) to consider outlawing conventional weapons which are
"excessively injurious or (which) have indiscriminate effects'.




15.

16.

17.

Chemical Weapons: Urges a treaty prohibiting the development, pro-
duction and stocking of all chemical weapons and on their elimination
from the arsenals of all States.

Mass Destruction Weapons: Calls for a treaty to be developed banning
new types of weapons of mass destruction.

Climate and Environment: The U, S. and the U. S. S. R. have submitted
identical draft conventions forbidding any hostile use of climatic or

cnvironmental modification. This resolution noted 'with satisfaction"
this circumstance.

IV. Procedural TIssues

18.

World Disarmament Confercnce: An Ad Hoc Committee on the World
Disarmament Conference, has beon meeting at New York. It has not
agreed to convenc a Preparatory Committee for a World Disarmament
Conference. This resolution kept the Ad Hoc Committee alive and
asked it to report to the next General Assembly.

19, Military Expenditures: 1In 1973, the Soviet Union asked the £ive

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

permanent members of the Sccurity Council - China, France, U. S. S. R.,

U. S. and U. K. - to make a reduction of the ten percent in their
annual military expenditures. This 1975 resolution urged the U. 8,
ana the U. S. S. R, to carry out reductions of their military budgets,
pending agreement among the other U. N. Security Council members.

Economic and Social Consequences of the Arms Race: Calls for an
updating of the 1971 report on this subject, by consultant-experts,

Role of the United Nations: Called for a review of the U. N.'s role
to be made by an Ad lioc Committee. This report will be submitted
in July, 1976.

The Disarmament Decade: The 1970's were named a decade of disarmament.

This resolution called on all member states to intensify their efforts
on behalf of this decade which links development and disarmament,

Digarmament Affairs Division of the U. N.: This resolution called for
strengthening this office within the U. S. Secretary-General's Office.

Sea-Bed Treaty: The Treaty prohibiting weapons of mass destruction
on the sea-bed is to be reviewed in May, 1977. This resolution
assures preparation for the review conference.

* TFdited from and based on a paper by Homer Jack entitled, "Thirteen Out of
Twenty-Five: The U. S. Disarmament Record at the 30th U. N. General
Assembly". The complete papter is available from the World Conference
on Religion and Peace, 777 United Nations Plaza, New York, N. Y. 10017,
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THE VOTING RECORD OF SeLECTED Spass.

Table 1. ' Toting Fattern of 12 Selected States on 29 Disarmament Resolutions Adopted
LY tne 30tn Sesslon of ke U.N. General Auseml Ly, Lecomber L7y,

C U w U U F I o oS M N 4
H 5 0 3 X R N A i i L By
L5 w  ac ADHooN B TR
o it A v N I A A I ) D
" W ! o D i) 0 i o
I ) I o I i
A A Y N At (Number)
duclear Dis.
S5ALT T1 av.oNoY M Ab oA Y f A oYYy 102 10 12 (348Le)
Five-Power oot Y Ao An AL Y ab A Y Y Ab 9h 2 3Lk (3478)
Duspeusion NooAs Y sy Ab ALY T Y T Yy 1¢6 2 2L (3466)
PNEs AR S SO N TR S SR R S I 5 24 (3u8La)
N-Free Zones
Comp. Ghudy we Y Y Y Y Y Y ¥y oy vy 126 0 2 (3b728)
Concept Lo 1 N NN AL Ab AL Y Y AL 82 10 36 (3472B)
Indian Ocean Y AL Y AL Ab oAb Y AL Y Y Y Y 106 0 25 (3u468)
. Pacifie T &b L ab AL s Y Y ¢ Y Y oy 110 O 20 (3477)
South Asia fe fe Te Ye Yo fe Ao te fe fe Ye Yo consensus (3L76A)
South Asia Yo fe fe Yo Yo Yo Te Yo Yo Ye Yo Yo consensus (3476B)
Mid-mast 1 Y Y Y b4 Y Y Y b4 Y Y Y 125 0 2 (3474)
Avrica Y Y ¥ ¢ ¥ Y ¢ vy Yy vy vy 131 0 0 (3471)
Tr, I. LA Y AL T Ao Y Y YO Y y 113 0 16 (3473)
™0, JIT. T Ab Y Y Y Y ¥ Y Y Y Y ¥ 115 0 12 (3u467)
Convent. Dis.
Napalm fe fe Yo Yo Yo Yo fe Ye Yo Ye Yo fo counsensus (3464)
Chemical fe@ fe Ye Yc Yo Ye Yo fo Ye Ye Ye Yo consensus (3465)
Mass Dest, avoro 1 Ab AR AL Y Y Y Y Y Y 112 1 15 (3479)
Climate Y@ Lo fe Yo Yoo Yo Yo fe Ye Yo Yo Y¢  consensus (3475)
Other Issues
Horld Conf. Te Yo Ye Ye Ye Ye fe fe Y. Yc Yec Yc consensus (3469)
Military Bud. HoAv Y Av Ay Wb Y Ab Y Y Y Y 108 2 21 (3463)
Zcon. Conseq. fe Yo Ye Yfeff Yo fe fc Yo Yo Ye Yo Ye consensus (3462)
Role U.N. a N¥ Y Ab  AD Y Y Y Y v Y b4 108 2 14 (3&8&B)
Dis. Decade 1@ Ye Yo Ye Yoo Yo Yoo Yoo Yo Yo o Ye Yc consensus (3470)
Secretariat nv Y Y Ab Au Ac Y AD Ab Y Y y 115 0 13 (3u8Lp)
Sea-bed v 1Y Y Y oAb Y Y Y Y Y Y 126 0 2 (3u48LE)
Yc - Consensus B8 % 3 8 34 8§ 408 a4 a g 8
Y - Yes 7 717 5 it »olv 12 13 17 1t 15
N - o L o2 - 2 i L i - - - -
Ab - ibstain - 3% - 10 9 11 1 5 - - 2
nv - Mot voting 4 - -~ - - - - - - - - -
a -:absent 2 - - - - - - - - - -

*The U.3.5.R. announced tipat it nad intended vo aLstain.
@ If put to a vote would not have participated.

#If but t, a vote would nave abstained.




"Table 2. The Voting Record of 15 NATO States on the 25 Disarmement Resolutions.

Nuclear Dis.
SALT II
CTB: 5-Power
CTB: Suspen.
PNEs
N-Free Zones
Comp. Study
Concept
Indian Oc.
S. Pacific
South Asia
South Asia
Mid-East
Aftica
T, I.
T, II.
Convent. Dis.
Indis. Wea.
Chemical
Mass Destr
Climate
Other Issues
World Dis. Con.
Military Bud.
Econ. Conseq.
Role U.N.
Dis. Decade
Secretariat
Sea-bed

Yc - Consensus
Y - Yes

N «- No

Ab - Abstain

TacHQO®RW®

Ab
Ab
Ab

Ab

8
8
1
8

nv % Not voting -

a --absent

roOor=2ra

mmPrEX=2®mO

¥ - Notified Secretariat vote
# - Notified Secretariat vote

mQ=2r>oH

Ab
Ab
Ab
Ab

P2

Ab
Yc
Yc

Ab

Yc
Yc
Ab
Yc

Yc
Ab
Yc

Yc
Ab
Ab

= =\

ZrXZoEQ

Ab
Ab
Ab
Ab

1 O ONOD

HmoQBE®EITQ

Ye

should have
should have

o=ZrttmaoH
= =

nhozZ2rtti@pao3@E=

Y Y Av Y

8 8 8 8
16 9 7 11
-1 1 1
1 7 9 5

)
1
1
]

been to abstain.
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Ways and Means for Strengthening the International
Nuclear Weapon Non-Proliferation Regime

Report of a Policy Panel
Established by the Association
for the United Nations in the U. S. S. R.

sioendunt on

“he turn from confrontation to detente is becoming to an ever greater
Jev e the domirating trend in international relations, This is of paramount
imaectancs for the all-round strengthening of international security, for more
redriutely curbing the arms race and, in the final analysis, for achieving
guencril and complete disarmament.

AL the same time, however, the detente process has not attained the
desired rate of development in all spheres. One of the main reasons hampering
(his process is the danger of a possible proliferation of nuclear weapons., The
rexlity of such a danger is above all due to the fact that reactionary, militarist
and sther forces exist in the world, which come out against the non-proliferation
of nuclear weapons. It is also necessary to take into account that there isg a
steady growth of cconomic, scientific¢ and technological opportunities for states
to develop their own nuclear weapons and there is a growing need for nuclear
sources of cnergy, capable of becoming the material basis for setting up a
nuclear potential.

These factors, under certain internatiomtional-political conditions, may
lead to the further spread of nuclear.weapons. The development of events in
this dangerous direction would run counter not only to the trend of Sstrengthening
international security and cooperation, but also against the existing non-
proliferation structure, elaborated with the participation of the majority of
U. N. member-states, as well as against the efforts being exerted to limit the
existing nuclear weapon arsenals.

Today the strengthening 6f the nuclear weapon non-proliferation regime has
become one of the important problems in the sphere of international relations.
There is a need for greater control so that assistance received by non-nuclear
states, both through the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) or as a
result of bilateral agreements, should not be used for developing nuclear arms,
The Soviet U, N. Assoclation is of the opinion that the enhancement of the
cffectiveness in the practical implementation of TAEA guarantees should be
further developed at the forthcoming 1975 NPT Treaty Review Conference.

Serious efforts in this sphere can result in greater gtability to the detente
process, in the relaxation and elimination of tensions existing in a number

of regions, in the strengthening of international security, removing everything
which gives rise to additional political and strategic uncertainties which
threaten world peace.
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The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of MNuclear Weapons (the NPT), whtich
was the result of taking into account the opinions of a1 large mmber of states
and which came into force in 1970, has shown its vital bmpeortance and necessity,
Its significance is today being still further cnhanced under the changing inter-
national situation; in addition the Treaty is an important link in the system of
measures aimed at reducing the danger of a nuclear war. We consider it a wost
urgent task to cxpand the number of Treaty participants, that countries which
have signed the Treaty become parties to the NPT, and that they conclude cor-
responding control agreements with the IAEA. In other words, there is the urgent
necd for new efforts aimed at a more cffective and universal implementation of
the NPT. One can expcce that all countrics intercsted in preserving peace and
the forthcoming NPT Revicw Conference will exert such efforts in order to still
further strengthen the Treaty and thus make an important contribution to the
consolidation of peace and international gecurity, to rule out auclear war.

As we sec it, the main ways and means in solving this task are closely
connected with making the process of detente irreversible. To achieve the
irreversibility of detente, to supplement politicai detente with a military
detente, means to provide each country with firm confidence in its security.

The active participation.of all states, big and small, nuclear and non-nuclear,
in the solution of this paramount task will ensurc a stable pcace and inter-
national security, will eliminate the incentives themselves both for increasing
existing nuclear arsenals as well as their buildup by new countrics. We consider
it possible here to limit ourselves to merely stating the obvious importance of
detente for the non-proliferation problem, inasmuch as detente covers an exceced-
ingly wide sphere. It is necessary tO concentrate main attention on those ways
and means for strengthening the non-proliferation regime directly linked with

the NPT.

Safeguards System and IAEA Role

The Soviet U. N, Association is of the opinion that the system of safe-
guards set forth in Article IIT of the Treaty provides for ensuring reliable
control that nuclear energy be used only for peaceful purposes. The Interna-
tional Atomic Fnergy Agency is successfully carrying out its control functions.
The achievement of an agrcement among the depository countrics, in accordance
with which these countrics would constantly inform the IAEA on envisaged supplies
of nuclear materials to non-nuclear countries, would be of great importance. This
would ensure that the IAEA has more favourable conditions for conducting its
control functions. Considerable work has been carried out on standardization in
applying safeguards, the modification of model complementary stipulations and
supplements as regards installations, as well as in claborating technical
manuals on safeguards and a code of practical rules on their implementation.

The cxisting system of safeguards could be further perfected with an eye
to enhancing the effectiveness of non-proliferation. We consider it expedient
in the technical sphere to improve the system of processing information on safe-
guards, including the setting up of an automated system for processing data.
Apparently, what is known as the '""old" system of safeguards could be perfected
and unified in order that it become more effective and economical., Tt is
necessary to ensurc the receipt of absolutely reliable data on the eoxpenditure

.of nuclear materials, irrespective of the design of a particular plant.

G2

79



80

O

The political aspects of perfecting the svstem of safeguards, and first and
toremost the speeding ap of the conclusion of negotiations on the signing of
control ayreements between the IAFEA and a number of states, arce of uudeniable
importance. 1t is at prescent most urgent to expedite the Treaty racvification
process on the part of Euratom non-nuclear countries, and in the {irst place by
the Federal Republic of Germany and Italy, as well as by Japan, and the speedicost
coming into force of the agreement between the LAEA and Euratom.

The Soviet UN Association attaches great importance to the agrcement reached
in 1974 between countries exporting fissionable materials and special cquipment
on the coming into force of the control mechanism in implementing Article 1711,
Paragraph 2 of the Non-Preliferation Treaty. We highly appreciate the fact that
not only parties to the NPT but also such countries as the FRG, Japan and Swit-
zevland are parvticipating in this agreement, This objectively facilitates the
strengthening of the Treaty and the expansion of the sphere of its activitics.
The participation in this agreement of all the main exporting countrics, both
sipnatorics to the Treaty and those which are not party to the Treaty, could facil-
itate the serengthening of the non-proliferation regime,

An important problem is the physical protection of nuclear materials. ‘The
possibility of the theft of nuclear material by diverse terrorist organirzations,
international gangster groups or even individuals, and their use of this material
fer political blackmail, extortion or other such purposes, should not he excluded.
Subversive acts at nuclear reactors should also not be ruled out.

IAEA research in this sphere made it possible to elaborate special provisions
tor the physical protection of nuclear materials and to provide corresponding
recommendations at the request of countries. The IAEA provision on the physical
protection of nuclear materials is as yet, however, not of an obligatory nature.
Wo consider that it is nccessary to provide it with the strength of law by intro-
ducing corresponding amendments to the national legislation of states or by
concluding a special international convention. It is important that corresponding
research be continued in order that the system of safcguards be as reliable as
possible and, simultancously, not violate the sovereign rights of states. Taking
into account the latter point, one can hardly consider realistic the proposals
advanced hy certain states on setting up a special internatiounal organ which would
be in charge of all muclear materials and would dispese of their use, as this would
be contrary to the principle of respecting the sovereign rights of states.

As an incentive to increase the number of states party to the Treaty, we con-
sider it important to step up TAEA activities in thosc spheres which are conneeted
with the tmplementation of Article IV of the Treaty, which envisages the widest
cooperation of countries in the development of the application of nuclear encrgy
for peacelul purposes, During the past five-year period, a number of states have
on a wider scale placed financial means, information, materials, cquipment and
diverse services at the disposal of the IAEA.  This should play a positive role
in Tacilitating the development of peaceful nuclear power engineering, especiallw
on the tervitories of non-nuclear weapon Treaty participants. The USSK, taking
inte account the importance « thisg aspect, is rendering economic, scientific and
technological assistance to 1 tloping countries, both on a hilpﬁgra] basis s well
as through the TAEA.  In 1974 (¢ Soviet Union increased its voluntarv contribution
to the TAEA technical assistance fund, in order that this contribution be used for

0
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the purchase of miceriats and equipment as well as for providing grants to scicn-
tists and specialists, in the first place to those developing countries which are
members of the TAEA and partics to the NPT. As has already been pointed out, the
problem of rhe accelerated development of nuclear power engincering is today of
special urgency, The task arises of claborating safety norms and rules in building
and operating atomic electric power statioms. We consider that this task should
be solved within the IAEA framework with the participation of all interested
countrics

The Sovict UN Association favors that Article LV of the Treaty be fully used,
This would he of great importance for international cooperation in the peaccful

uses of nuclear energy.

Peacceful juclear Explosions

The problem of peaceful nuclear cxplosions (PNEs) has lately become the sub ject
of discussions, 1s this is part of the problem of the non-proliferation of nuclear
weapons and has been included in the Treaty. On the one hand, a nuclear explosive
device designated for peaceful purposes, from the technical point of view, does
not differ in principle from the explosive device of a nuclear bomb. The Treaty,
on the other hand, while categorically banning the development of nuclear weapons
and other nuclear explosive devices in non-nuclear weapons states party to the
Treaty, establishes, in accordance with Article V of the Treaty, that these states
have the right to potential benefits from any peaccful application of nuclear

explosions, The above-mentioned article envisages that services in conducting
pecaceful nuclear cxplosions in non-nuclear countries should be provided through
an appropriate international body or pursuant to bilateral agreements, with the
observation of necessary procedures,

Coasideritble work has already been carried out in implementing the stipulations
of the ahove-mentioned NPT article concerning the practical rendering of services
in the sphere of peaceful nuclear explosions. In 1971 the UN General Assembly
adopted a resolution which provided the IAEA with the role of that competent inter-
national body capable of fulfilling the functions of an international agency in
using nuclear cxplosions for peaceful purposes. In accordance with this and other
UN resolutions, as well as the stipulations of NPT Article V, the TAEA has drawn
up provislons for the international inspection of peaceful nuclear explosions,
as well as the procedures by which the Agency shall fulfill the functions of a
corresponding international organ. In September, 1974, the Board of Directors
adopted a decision to set up within the IAEA framework a special department on
peaceful nuclear cxplosions. All this shows that the IAEA is already today actu-
ally that international body which is prepared to discharge responsible functions
in organiszing #nd conducting peaceful nuclear explosions.

At the same time, the problem of defining the corresponding international body
has as yet not been fully resolved. The Soviet UN Association is of the opinion
that the NPT Treaty Review Conference should in a positive manner consider this
question in favor of the TAEA, It also considers it important to continue the

_study of scicntific, technological. and .cconomic aspects of peaceful nuclear c<p10~
siong, anludLng sccurity norms and criteria when conductlng such o%p]OSLOns, to
complete the elaboration of documents determining the procedure for providing non-

nuclear countrics with services For nucloar explosions and the conditions for

6.1

conducting PNEs,
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Ending the Avms Race, Disarmament and Security Guaranteces

The carbing and cessation of the uvwelear arms race is of cxceedingly great
importance in solving the problem of the non-proliferation of nuclear arms. The
corvesponding undertakings ol states partics to the NPT are contained in Article
Vi,

[t is quite understandable that the nuclear-weapon states party to the
freaty bear the main responsibility in carrying out the stipulations of the
above article. This, however, does not remove the responsibility of other
countries. It should be recalled that the Soviet Union's proposal on convenin-~
a World Disarmament Conference was aimed at drawing all countrics into activities
concerning the solution of 7 vvunment problems, This proposal has as yet not
been earvied out due to ¢ icsistance of a number of states.,

Lt is to be regretted that as yet hecessary support is lacking as far as a
oumber of other Soviet initiatives are concerned which, in the final analysis,
would also considerably facilitate the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons,

The ten per cent reduction in the military budgets of the permanent members of
the U. N. Sceurity Council, proposed by the Soviet Union, could also play an
important role. On the one hand, it would be a real step towards ending the
arms race, including the nuclear arms race, which would be in accord with the
interests of not only the great powers but of the small powers as well. On

the other hand, the allocation of part of the savings for rendering assistance
to developing countrices would stimulate their peaceful and not military develop-
ment and would facilitate the strengthening of the peace policy of these countries,
When considering matters from thig point of view, the doubts raised by a number
of Sccurity Council members have a negative effect on disarmameant, including the
prevention of the spread of nuclear weapons. The Soviet U. N. Association is

of the opinion that a wider political approach is necessary in appraising the
importance of reducing military budgets, also having in mind its influence on
preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

The solution of the non-proliferation problem may to a considerable degree
also facilitate the attainment of positive results in the discussion in the
United Nations of the Soviet proposal to prohibit actions influencing the
enviromment and climate for military and other purposes as being incompatible
with the interests of cnsuring international security and the well-being and
health of people. The setting up of nuclear-{reec zones in different regions
of the world could be of great importance.

The U. S. 8. R. and the U, S. A., fulfilling obligations proceeding from

the stipulations of Article VI of the Treaty, have in recent years exerted con-
siderable efforts in the sphere of restricting nuclear arms. The Soviet-

Amorican 1972-1974 treaties in the sphere of the limitation of strategic arms, ...
the Agreement on the Prevention of Nuclear War, and the Treaty on the Limitation
of Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests are in accord with the general policy of
strengthening peace and international security. An important initiative was
~also the Soviet-Amoricanvqgrqgmcp;'pg consider in the Conference of the Committee
'on“DLéAfmamdhﬁ‘(Cdby‘fhé}pbéSibiIity of concluding an international convention
dealin:g with the most dangerous, lethal mecans of chemical warfare. It stands to
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reason that these are only the first steps towards general and complete disarma-
ment, that further efforts of the two largest nuclear powers arc necessary, but
that they should be supplemented by the efforts of the other nuclear countries
as well.

It is our opinion that a quick agreement between the U. S. S. R. and the
U. S. A. on the next two problems on the agenda - on the problem under dis-
cussion within the framework of SALT II, and that of the complete ending of
nuclear weapon tests - would be of great importance in ensuring the success of
the NPT Review Conference, as well as for non-proliferation in general. The
Soviet U. N. Associztion highly appraises the agreement reached in Vladivostok
between the U. S. S. R. and the U. S. A. on the principles on which a new
agreement on the limitation of strategic offensive arms will be elaborated.
The Association fully supports the idea of a general and a complete ending of
nuclear weapon tests.

Finally, the problem of security guarantees. The interest of non-nuclear
countries in guarantees in case of a nuclear attack or threat of such an attack
is quite understandable.

The Non-Proliferation Treaty facilitates a higher level of security for all
states, the non-nuclear countries included. Security guarantees are further
supplemented by the well-known U. S. Security Council Resolution 255, under which
the Security Council and in the first place its permanent members possessing
nuclear weapons are to act immediately in accordance with their commitments under
the U. N. Charter in case of an aggression in which nuclear weapons are employed
or there is a threat of such an aggression against a non-nuclear weapon state.

New steps were taken after 1968 within the U. N. framework on strengthening
international security, including the security of non-nuclear countries. In
1972, on the initiative of the Soviet Union, the XXVII Session of the U. N.
General Assembly adopted a resolution in which, on behalf of U. N. member
countries, ''the renunciation of the threat or the use of force in all its forms
and manifestations in international relations in accordance with the U. N.
Charter and the permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons,' was
solemnly declared. The resolution also contained recommendations that '"the
Security Council most speedily take measures for the full realization of the
General Assembly's statement.' The Soviet U. N. Association considers it
necessary to call attention to the fact that these measures have as yet not
been taken by the Security Council.

The Soviet-American Agreement on the Prevention of Nuclear War is a
weighty contribution in providing security safeguards. This agreement played
a major role in strengthening internmational security. This agreement should
not be undermined by unilateral actions, contradicting its spirit and letter,
such as the conception of a "limited strategic war', which is being advocated
by certain political figures in the U. S. A. All countries should have full
confidence in the resolution of the two great powers not to allow any nuclear
wars - big or small. ‘

The Soviet U. N. Association considers it most important that other nuclear
states also undertake such commitments as regards the prevention of nuclear war.
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In this case, the guarentee of international security would be considerably
strengthened. The relaxation of international tensions taking place, the energetic
efforts by the majority of U. N. member countries on strengthening the non-
proliferation regime, the concentrationsof U. N. efforts on upholding the aims
and principles of the United Nations - all this should create the necessary
prerequisites for a reliable solution of the non-proliferation problem. The
coordinated approach of the U. S. S. R. and the U. S. A. in solving this problem,
including at the forthcoming review conference, is viewed as being of great
lmportance. The agreement reached in Vladivostok at the working meeting of the
leaders of the U. S. S. R. and the U. S. A. on the importance and need for
serious efforts in averting the spread of nuclear weapons creates the necessary
basis for the joint actions of the great powers in further strengthening the non-
proliferation regime.

We are glad to see detente progressing. But we know that its further
progress is impossible without the stubborn and tireless struggle of all peace-
loving forces and different non-governmental organizations against those whose
activities undermine peace and are fraught with danger of war. The Soviet and
American U, N. Associations can and must make their contribution and encourage
the struggle for non-proliferation. "It seems expedient in this connection to
prepare and publish a joint memorandum on feasible ways of solving this problem
and make it possible for all the participants of the forthcoming review confer-
ence in Geneva and for the United Nations Organization to study the memorandum,
It might be also expedient to discuss a possibility of making the question of
ways and means to strengthen the NPT an item on the agenda-of the XXV Plenary
Agssembly of the World Federation of United Nations Associations to be convened
in Moscow in the Fall of 1975.

It is clear that non-proliferation of nuclear weapons is a long-term
.problem which cannot be solved without urgent and active common efforts of all
states and all progressive people of the world. It is necessary to make pos-
sible a continuing exchange of opinions on the ways and means to solve the
problem taking into consideration the results of the pending conference and
probable changes in international relations. This decade, designated by the
United"Nations as the Decade of Disarmament, should be marked with intense
public activities and actions of all peace-loving forces with the aim of
stopping the arms race and establishing lasting peace on our planet.

To ensure progress in disarmament and peaceful uses of atomic energy, to
raise the role of the United Nations in ensuring peace and international security -
such are the immediate tasks of progressive peoples of the world. To carry out
these tasks means to create conditions for strengthening the Non-Proliferation
Treaty and for the further development of international relations in the spirit
of mutual understanding and universal peace.

[

6

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



85

COMPREHENSIVE ACTION STRATEGY FOR THE SECOND HALF OF THE DISARMAMENT DECADE

Introduction

1. The General Assembly in declaring the Disarmament Decade (2602 (XXIV))
requested the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to work out a Compre-
hensive Program of Disarmament. A draft submitted by six States was considered
by the General Assembly (2661 (XXV)) and referred to thz Conference of the Com-
mittee on Disarmament for its further work. This Program remains the most
inclusive agenda for disarmament and constitutes one basis of the following
Comprehensive Action Strz:egy.

2. This Strategy should embrace not only the work of the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament, but all negotiations and other discussions on this
issue in whatever forum and form they may take place.

3. This Strategy should include effective procedures in order to facilitate
the coordination of such negotiations and other discussions and ensure that the
U. N. General Assembly be kept informed of their progress so as to permit the
proper performance of its functions, including constant review and reappraisal
of progress. '

4. The terin, disarmament, in this Strategy is used as a generic term which
encompasses and may designate any type of measures relating to the matter, whether
they are measures for the prevention, the limitation, the reduction, or the
elimination of armaments, or the reduction of military forces and expenditures.

Objective

The aim of the Action Agenda is to achieve tangible progress in order that
the goal of General and Complete Disarmament under effective international control
may become a reality in a world in which international control may become a
reality in a world in which international peace and security prevail, and economic
and social justice are attained.

Principles

A. The measures in this Strategy should be carried out in accordance with the
Joint Statement of Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations of September,
1961 (1722(XVI)), taking into account all new elements and possibilities in this
area, including obligations undertaken in various treaties on disarmament and
relevant U. N. resolutions.

1. The goal is General and Complete Disarmament, with war no longer an
instrument for settling international problems. Such disarmament must be
accompanied by the establishment of reliable procedures for the peaceful settle-
ment of disputes according to the principles of' the Charter of the U. N.

2. All measures should be balanced so that at no time could any State or
group of States gain military advantage and that security is ensured equally for

all.
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3. All measures should be implemented under such strict and effective
international control as would provide adequate assurance that all parties are
honoring their obligations.

4. Progress in disarmament should be accompanied by measures to strengthen
institutions for maintaining pcace and the scttlement of international disputes
by peaceful means. An international peace force should ensure that the U. N.
can effectively deter or suppress any threat or use of arms in “iolation of the
purposes and principles of the U, N.

5. The widest possible agrcement should be achieved and implemented at the
carliest possible date. Agreement on intcrim measures should be undertaken with-
out prejudicing progress on agreemcnt on the total program and in such a way that
these measures would facilitate and form part of that program.

B. Recent experience has led to genceral agrcement on the following additional
principles:

1. While both conventional and nuclear disarmament must proceed in
balanced fashion, first priority should be given to the elimination of nuclear,
chiemical, biological and other weapous of mass destruction.

J. Political scttlements and disarmament agreements are closely inter-
reiaced and both must be pursued concurrently.

3. Sccurity and disarmament are closcly intcerrelated and both must be
pursued concurrently.

4. Every cffort should be made in concluding disarmament agreements not
to prejudge or prejudice juridical or other unresolved issues in any outside
field.

5. Every cffort should be wade in concluding disarmament agreements not
to affect adversely the scientific, technological or economic future of States.

Elements of the Agenda

A, General and Complete Disarmament

l. The goal of General and Complete Disarmament is that all States will
have at their disposal only such non-miclear armaments, forces, facilities and
establishments as are agreed to be necessiary to maintain internal order and
protect the personal sccurity of citizens. States shall support and provide
agreed manpower for a L. N. peace force,

2. The program for General and Cowplete Disarmament shall contain the
nhecessary provisions, with respect to the military establishment of every
nations, for ' .

a. The disbanding of armed torces, the dismantling of military
cestablishments, including bases, the cessation of the production of armaments
as well as their liquidation or conversion to peaceful uscs;

be The elimination of all stockpiles of nuclear, chemical, biological
and other weapons of mass destruction, and the cessation of the production of
stich weapons
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¢. The elimination of all means of delivery of weapons of mass
destruction;

d. The abolition of organizations and institutions designed to
organize the military cfforts of States, the cessation of military training and
the closing of all military institutions; and

¢. The discontinuance of military expenditures.

3. The program for General and Complete Disarmament should be implemented
in an agreed sequence, by stages, until it Is completed, with cach measure and
stage carried out within specified time-limits. Transitioa to a subsequent stage
in the process should take place upon a review of the implementation of measures
included in the preceeding stage and upon a decision that all such measures have
becen implemented and verified and that any additional verification arrangements
required for measures in the ..ext stage are, when appropriate, rcady to operate,

4. All measures of General and Complete Disarmament should be balanced so
that at no stage of the implementation of the treaty could any State or groups
of States gain military advantage and that sccurity is ensured equally for all.

5. During and after the impice “fon of General and Complete Disarmament,
the most thorough control should be ciscd, the nature and extent of such
control depending on the requireme .. verification of the disarmament measures
being carried out in each stage. - implement inspection and control, an inter-

national disarmament organization inr.iluding all parties to the agreement ~hould

be created within the framework of the U. N. This organization and its inspectors
should be assured unrestricted access without veto to all places, as necessary

for the purpose of cffective verification,

B. Elimination of Nuclear, Chemical and Biological Weapons

The following measurces, and others, have been proposed in various disarma-
ment forums and discussions. They are not listed in the order of their priority
or importance and they are not of cqual importance. The achievement of one or
more measures should be a stimulus to agree on further measures.

1. The banning of all underground nuclear weapon tests.

2. The prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-
weapon States,

3. The prohibition of the first usc of nuclear weapons.
4, The prohibition of the use, or the threat to use, nuclear weapons.,

¢

5. The drastic, balanced veduction of nuclear strategic weapons in the
stockpiles of the U, S, and the U, §. 8. R.

6. The cossation of production of figssionable miteriat for military
purposcs aud the transfer of existing stocks to civilian uscs.

T
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7. The extension and improvement of the safeguards on the sale or use of
nuclear materials in peaceful nuclear reactors and of ontire nuclear systems,

8. A frecze or limitation on the deployment of all types of nuclear weapons.

9. The conclusion of regional agreements for the establishment of additional
nuclear-weapon free zones.

10. A moratorium on peaceful nuclear explosions.

I'l.  The prohibition of the development and manufacture of now types of
weapons of mass destruction.

L2, The prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all
chemical weapons,

13, The prohibition of the use of napalm and other incendiary’wcapons.

14. The prohibition of the use of other weapons which are indiscriminate
or inflict unnecessary suffering,

'5. The p.ohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all
nucle r weapons in the stockpiles of all States and the destruction of all
existing nuclear weapons.

L6. The flight testing of all new or improved means of delivering nuclear
and other weapons of mass destruction should be halted by agreement,

C. Conventional Weapons

The following measures, and others, have been proposed in various disarma--
ment forums and discussions., They are not listed in the order of their priority
or importance and they are not of equal importance. The achievement of one or

more measures should be a stimulus to agree on further measures.,

Lo The further prohibition of the use for military purposes of the sea-bed
and the ocean floor.

2. The cstablishment of ceilings on the level and types of conventional
armaments and the number of armed forces,

3. The convening of regional conferences at the initiative of the States
or the region for the prevention and limitation of armamer.cs,

4. A frecze of military expenditures at existing leovels, followed by
progressive reductions,

5. Withdrawal of troops and bases from [oreign territories,

6. Prohibition of military and any other hostile use of environmental
modification techniques.



89

7. An internatiowal! agreement which in phases would eliminate the sale
and gift of arms.

D. Adherence to and Implementation of Existing Instruments

1. The multilateral treaties so far agreed in disarmament can be listed
as follows: o
' a. The Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating,
Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare of 1925.

b. The Antarctic Treaty of 1959.

c. The Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in
OQuter Space and Under Water of 1963.

d. The Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in
the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and other Celestial
Bodies of 1967.

e. The Treaty for the Prchibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America
and its two additional Protocols of 1967.

£. The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons of 1968.

g. The Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons
and other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-bed and the Ocean Floor and in
Subsoil Thereof of 1971.

h. Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and
Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and their
Destruction of 1972.

2, States which have not yet adhered to any or all of the above treaties
are urged to do so without further delay. Particular attention should be paid
by all States to the fulfillment of the obligations contained in and arising
from these treaties, to the review conferences provided for in some of them, and,
where appropriate, to the adoption of measures intended to complete them. The
‘entry into force -of a treaty is the beginning rather than the end of an effective
effort.
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AFFAIRS
A SPECIAL SESSION 0

ASSEMBLY DEVOTE

D

F THE UN GENERAL
TO DISARMAMENT?

Homer A. JACK*

Lo Whar is a special session of the UN General
Assembly and how can it be convened?

Article 20 ol the UN Charter provides for the
convening of special sessions of the General As.
sembly. Tt indicates that such a session can be
ctonvened by the Secretary-General at the request
of the Sccurity Council or of a majority of Member
States. The Rules of Procedure of the General As.
sembly make a distinctio;) between an emergency
special session, which can be convened within 24
hours by the Sccretary-General under certain con.
ditions, and a regular special session. The latter can
also be convened upon the request of a single
Member State with the concurrence of a majority
of Member States. Since convening a special session
is a procedural matter, the vote of any nine members
of the Security Council is sufficient or indeed it
can be convened by the request of a single Member
State without reference to the Security Council,
but with agreement by a majority of States
members of the General Assembly.

2. How many special sessions of the General
Assembly have been held?>

In addition to several €mergency special sessions,
there have beenr seven (regular) special sessions
between 1947 and 1975, The first was in April/May
1947 on Palestine and the second was in April/May
1948 on the same subject. The third was in August
1961 on Tunisia. The fourth was in May/June 1963
on the financial situation facing the world organiza.
tion. The tifth in April/June 1967 was on peace:
keeping operations. The sixth in April/May 1974 was
devoted o the establishment of g New international
ceonomic order. The seventh in Scptemher 1975
disctidsed  development and international economic
cooperation.

3. Is a special session generally preferable
to a world conference?

In recent years the UN svstem has sponsored
successful - world  conferences  on environment
(Stockholm in 1972), population (Bucharest in 1974),
food (Rome in 1974), women (Mexico City in 1975),
and babitat (Vancouver in 1976). While these have
served to focus workl attention on  these global
problems, thev often entailed new modalitics which
already existed within the Scerctariat and the tradi
tions of Jhe General Assembly. Thus in recent years
there have been proposals 1o schedule future world

¢ Dr. Jack s Sectetary-General of the World
Conference of Religion and Pcace, an international
non-governmental organization in consultative status
with ECOSOC. Il¢ was an ohserver to the First
Mceting of the Heads of Non-Aligned States at Bel.
grade in 1961 which first proposed a Special Session
devoted to disarmament.

conferences on major globai issues within the UN
system as special sessions of the General Assembly.

4. What has been the history of convening
a World Disarmanien: Conference?

The first Summit meeting of the heads of non.
aligned States at Belgrade in 1961 called for a Special
Session or a World Disarmament Conference. The
Second Summit at Cairo in 1964 urged a World
Disarmament Conference. The 1965 General Assembly
adopted a resolution to this end, but it was not
implemented. The Soviet Union resurrected the idea

©in 1971 and in 1972 3 Special Commmittee was
cstablished to try to make the idea acceptable to
the two States opposed, China and the U.S.A. This
Comimittee never met, for political reasons, but an
Ad Hoc Committee on a World Disarmament Con-
ference was established by the 27th General Assembly
in 1973. This has continued meeting and will make
its third report to the 3Ist General Assembly in
September, 1976. HoWever, China and the U.SA.
remain steadfastly opposed to the early convening
of a World Disarmament Conference and so far jt
has been agreed that even a preparatory committee
will not be established unless or until all nuclear
Powers agree.

5. How did the proposal for a Special Session
devnted o disarmament originate?

(ugoslavia initiated a discussion of the desirab-
ility of a Special Session at a meeting of foreign
miaisters of Non-aligned States at Peru in August
1975. This meeting in jts statement, Political Declara.
tion, and Strateqv unanimously approved this para-
graph (number 114): “If jt becomes evident that it
will not be possible to convene a World Disarma.
ment  Conference, the Foreign Ministers consider
that a Special Session of the General Assembly of
the UN. devoted to disarmament issues should be
convencd as proposed in the Declaration of the
First Summit Conference of Non-Aligned Countries.”
The proposal for a Special Session was echued
during the 30th General Assembly, both in the general
debate and in the First Committee. 1t was further
reflected in the Ad Hoc Committee on the Review
of the Role of the UN, in the Field of Disarmament.

6. What are the advantages of a Special Session
devoted to disarfiantent?

Most persons concerned with disarmament todiy
would prefer the early convening of & Waorld Dis.
armament Conference. However, if the impassc s
to continue, interim measures and aliernatives are
being considercd, Of the sevaral interim measures,
i Special Session appears attractive for ar least
the following reasons?



a. A Special Session would result in the presence,
aithough this cannot absolutely be guaranteed, of
all nuclear Powers, including China and the USA.
They are unlikely to boycott a Special Session.

b. A Special Session could serve to glve world
focus to disarmament, almost in the way a World
Disarmament Conference is conceived.

c. If a Special Session is “successful”, it could
serve as a stimulus for convening.a World Disarma-
ment Conference.

Thus Member States need not be in the position
of favoring cither a World Disarmament Conference
or a Special Session. They could favor a Special
Session of the General Assembly devoted to disarma:
ment, held soon, as a siep toward the convening
of a World Disarmament Conference, held soon
thereafter.

7. What would be some of the purposes of a
Special Session?

a. To focus world attention and world public
opinion on the necessity of disarmament to meet
the continuing threat of the arms race. A result
would be to create greater political will fur dis-
armament in all States.

b. To stimulate international action to make
disarmament more likely, especially the creation
of better world security, including permanent U.N.
peace-keeping snachinery.

c. To develop a comprehensive program on
disarmament, reaffirming the goal of general and
complete disarmament and indicating the collateral
steps necessary to reach its first stage.

d. To adapt steps for a major strengthening of
the UN. in the field of disarmament, bsyond any
initial measures recommended by the Ad Hoc Com-
mittee tc Review the Role of the UN. in the Field
of Disarmament and adopted by the 3lst General
Assembly. o '

e. To recommend  the organization of a pre
paratory commitlce for a World Disarmament Con-
ference.

8. What would a Special Sesston not do?

The objective of a Special Session 1§ hot to
convene a World Disarmament Conference by another
name. It is to constitute a bridge to convening a
World Disarmament Conference. However, some of
the objectives of a World Disarmament Conlerence
could be fulfilled by holding a successful  Special
Session. [t is not initially expected that a Special
Session would accomplish the following:

a. To announce agreement on at least one col
lateral disarmament item.

b. To create a new, multilateral negotiating
forum for disarmament in which all nuclear States
and other militarily:significant Powers would par:
ticipate.

9. How would a Special Session be organized?

It is much too carly to suggest any but the
broadest parimeters of such @ session. A Preparatory
Committee would be established by the General
Assembly and meet for perhaps 18 months, giving
an interim report to the 32nd General Assembly
in 1977. The Special Session would probably  be
held at Headquarters in New York, but not neces
sarily so — if a host country would provide the
extra costs to the U.N. (Belgrade might conceivably
be a venue if not New York). The duration would
re three or. at most, four weeks. The time might
e between February and August 1978. There would
Lbe pressures for the Special Session to act- by
unanimity. There would be a request that it be
convened on a Ministerial level.

10. What are likely next steps in convening
a Special Session?

The Summit Meeting of Heads of State of
Non-Aligned Countries at Sri Lanka in August 1976
will discuss the proposal for a Special Session, and
it appears likely to be endorsed unless there is
progress toward creating at least a preparatory com-
mittee for a World Disarmament Conference —
which appears very unlikely.

During the 31st General Assembly — especially
if the Non-Aligned Summit endorses a Special
Session and if the third report of the Ad Hoc
Committee on the World Disarmament Conference
registers no progress — there will be increasing
support to set up inachinery to convene a Special
Session,

The Sovict Union is now very criticat of efforts
1o convene a Special Session, asserting that a World
Disarmanment Conference should be convened instead
and a Special Session would only detract from it
Some of the Western Statcs, but especially the
U.S.A., at present appear to have “no position” on
a Specirl Session but give the same reasons for
opposing it as they do for opposing a World
Disarmament Conference. The position of China is
not yet clear.

At this writing, it appears that the 31st General
Asscmbly will overwhelmingly endorse the convening
of a Special Session. The General Assembly might
set up a Preparatory Committee, It is felt that the
date of a Special Session will not be until 1978
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VII. 8.: ARMS CONTROL AND THE REDUCTION OF TENSIONS,
U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency:

Arms Control and the Reduction of Tensions

In additton to the benelicial effects mentioned
above, arms control efforts may aiso contribute to
reducing international pofitical tensions. By encour-
aging countries to abandon military postures which
appear threatening to their neighbors, arms control
efforts can encourage the resolution of underlying
political differeres. By facilitating agreement on the
fundamentals uf an equitable military balance, arms
control can ease or even eliminate the tensions that
resuit from efforts o achieve small and transitory
advantages. Finally, the process of negotiation itself
can stimulate more intense attention to basic politi-
cal problems and improve communication between
adversaries.

None of these results are certain, however. Relax-
ation of tension can be deceptive if fundamental
sources of conflict are only temporarily concealed.
Agreements can lead to mistrust if mutual confi-
dence cannot be established. And communication
can be used to misiead as well as to inform. But true
dialogue, understanding and the trust that a long
experience of faithful compliance with agreements
can create are important products as well as ingredi-
ents of the arms control process. .

Still, arms fimitation alone is not enough to reduce
the principal causes of antagonism in the world.
These antagonisms are typically the cause of arms
competition rather than its result. Arms control must
therefore be a part of an overall strategy which
seeks to resolve underlying causes of tension where
possible, and at teast to reduce the frequency and
severity of confrontations In situations where ten-
sions persist. As Secretary of State Kissinger has
declared, "an equilibrium based on constant con-

frontations ‘and mortal antagonisms will ultimately
end in cataclysm.”

Unilateral vs. Cooperative Arms Control

Although the term “unilateral disarmament”
arouses justifiable skepticism, some unilateral arms
control measures can promote both national and
globat security. They may be unilateral actions by
which we reduce the risks of accidental use of our
own weapons or reduce the possibility that another
country might be tempted to attack us. For this
reason we have introduced a wide range of techni-
cat devices designed to eliminate the possibility that
one of vur nuclear weapons could be lired by
accident or without authorization. For this reason,
too. we have nvested ennrmous sums of money v
forectose the possibiity that a surprise attack might
cnpple our niiclear deterrent forces, in order to
discourage the leaders of other countries from think-
ing, even n a severe crisis, that war s preferable to
negotiatlion

roprinted trom Arms Control

Beyond these unilateral measures. the U.S. Gov-
ernment sees other steps that could reduce the risks
of war, but these require the active cooperation of
potential adversaries and thus require arms control
agreements. Large-scale reduction of forces is an
important step that cannot be simply unilatera!, but
must be reciprocated by potential adversaries. The
ABM question had to be resolved by an explicit
agreement or not at all. Simply giving up our own
ABM system and permitting the Soviet Union to
continue with its program would have been harmful
to our national security. Agreed and equivalent
limitations on American and Soviet ABM programs
made it possible to avoid large investments in
missile defenses (and countervailing offensive
forces) whose effect might have been solely to
neutralize one another.

It cooperative arms control of this kind is to
succeed in maintaining and improving U.S. security,
it is essential that we have confidence that other
countries are living up to their commitments. Such
arms control requires adequate means of verifica-
tion. Unless we can estabtlish confidence that agree-
ments are being respected, arms control generates
mistrust and fear, ultimately worsening tensions.

Negotiations vs. Unilateral Initiatives

Cooperative arms control is more complicated
and difficult than unilateral measures, not only be-

. cause of.the requirement_for, venfication but also

because of the difficulty of negotiation. international
arms control negotiation is frequently a protracted,
even painful, process. Persuasion and discussion
are helpful, but rarely sufficient by themselves to
achieve agreement on complex and controversial
matters involving supreme national interests.

Effective negotiations require that the United
States maintains sufficient strangth and momentum
in its arms programs to impress its bargiiring
opponents that the benefits of cooperation outweigh
the risks of competiton This means that decisiuns
1bout our own force posture sometimes must be
aken with a view to the likely effect on the negota-
ions, more spacifically that we make clew what we
vil % i negotiations faill 1t means, also, that we
nust oe Prepared to resisl pressarns by other
ountries designed ta extract unwalranted conens:
ons from the United States. even if this resistaree
cometimes makes negotiations protracted and con:
lontions.

Report, U.S, Arms Control and Disareament Ageney
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Thus it seems worth asking whether another way
might not achieve resuits more quickly, avoiding the
undesired secondary effects of prolonged negotia-
tions. Could more be accomplished by having the
United States take the lead unilaterally in reducing
or hmiting our military forces, and thereby eéncourag-
ing other countnies to follow our “good example"? In
fact, this technique has been tried in the past. How
well does 1t work?

On November 25, 1969 the United States iook an
Important unilateral initiative when President Nixon
announced that the United States was abandoning
any use of biological or bacteriological weapons.

This American initiative was followed by the signing,- - -

on April 10,1972, of the Biological Weapons Con-
vention, a treaty banning development, production
and stockpiling of such weapons.

In announcing its intention to refrain from basing
weapons in outer space, the United States ajso
opened the way for an eventual treaty on this
subject. On September 5, 1962, Deputy Secretary of
Defense Gilpatric announced that we did not inteid
“to place any weapons of mass destruction in outer
space” and expressed hope that the Soviet Union
would similarly refrain. Although there was no Soviet
response for more than a year, the Soviet Union did
later join in supporting the “no orbiting" resolution in
the U.N. General Assembly and ultimately signed
the Treaty on the Use of Quter Space on January
27, 1967. By limiting military competition in outer
space, this treaty should help o forestall the devel-
opment of weapons which might reduce warning of

nuclear attack while being highly vulnerable tham-
selves.

One successtul unilateral initiative actually oc-
curred diring wartime. During World War |l, al-
though neither the United States nor Japan were
parties to the Geneva Protocol prohibiting the use of
poison gas, President Roosevelt declared that we
would not be the first to use chemical weapons.
(Only 1n January 1975 did the United States ratify
the Geneva Protocol.) Except for isolated Lises by
Japan against China, chemical weapons were not
used in the war, even In situations where they might
have had some marginal miillary utility.!

While some unilateral iniatives to restrain arms
competition have heen successiul, there have been
noteworthy failures as well. On April 26, 1965, U.S.
Ambassador to the United Nations Adlai Stevenson
observed that:

by mid- 1966 Ihe United Stales will have inactivated nr
destruyed over 2000 B-47 bomber-type arcraft In add-
ton. the United Stales will make a reduction dunng 1965 in
the number of B-52 heavy bomber aicralt in the enisting
oneratonal forces  These reduclions also will be accom.
phshed by 'the destrucion ol arcralt. Mareover, the Urnited

States now olan to forgo the construction of some Minuteman

missies which were included in our plans, as well as further

Incromants of such missiles for the hurg

-

'

Ambassador Stevenson called on other nations to
reciprocate, declanng that these were "examples of
restraint on the part of a nation which is capable, as
I am sure everyone here knows, of far greater
military production.” In an interview that same
month. Secretary of Detense McNamara asserted
that "the Soviet rate of expansion today is not such
as to allow them even to equal, much less exceed,
our own 1970 force ... the Soviets have decided
that they have lost the quantitative race, and they
are not seeking to engage us in that contest .
there is NO indication that the Soviets are seeking to
develop a strategic nuclear force as large as ours.”
Unfortunately, the Soviet Union failed to show the
restraint for which Ambassador Stevenson had
hoped and which Secretary McNamara had pre-
dicted. Ambassador Tsarapkin instead attacked the
American step-by-step approach and asserted that
“"the gquestion can be solved only in the context of
the total destruction of all delivery vehicles and the
total destruction of nuclear weapons.” It is only now,
a decade later, after difficult negotiations and an

unrelenting Soviet strategic buildup, that long term
limits on strategic oftensive forces finally seem in
sight .

Experience suggests that unilateral initiatives are
not effective in changing positions on issues where
there is basic disagreement. For several years in the
1960's, American officials publicly urged the benefits
of mutual restraint in ABM deployment. In an inter-
view on February 15, 1967, then Secretary of De-
fense McNartnara stated his belief that the introduc-
tion of ABM systems “would be wasteful” and ihat
“it would actually increase the risk to both of the
parties were they to deploy anti-ballistic missite
systems.”

The Soviet view at that time was quite different. in
response 10 whether a moratorium on ABM develop-
ment was possible, Premier Kosygin stated rather
emphatically at a London news conference on Feb-
ruary 9. 1967:

I'think that a defensive system. which prevents attack,
1s not a cause ol the arms race but represents a factor
preventing the death of peopie . At present the theory 15
current tn some places that one should develop whichever
system is Cheaper. .. . An antimissile system may cost more
than an offensive one, but 1t is intended not tor kilhnig people
but for saving human lives | understand that | am not-
answenng the queshon that was pul 10 me. bul you can draw
appropriate conclusions yourselves

Only after the United States abandoned its earlier
restraint and began vigorous pursuit of an ABM
system did Soviet views about the value of ballistic
missile defense bey:n .0 change. Without this U.S.
military effort, it is doubtful that we would have been
able to negotiate the ABM Treaty.

" Al of the other major belligerents were parhes to the 1925
Geneva Prolocol The only uses of poison gas after Wortd War
wore by Italy. & party to the Geneva Protocol. i its 1936 atlack
..n Ethiopra. by Japan in China, and during EQypt 5 inteivantion
i the ovil war in Yemen in the 1960 § '
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Durning the decade 1965 through 1975, the levet-
ing off and subsequent decline in the U.S. mitary
budget was accompanied by growing strategic niba-
tive by the Soviet Union. Even though the nominal
defense budget increased during that penod. the
value of the dollar declined rapidly due to inflaton,
so that the actual cost of U.S. defense programs
decreased until 1973 when it was below the 1965
level. As the comparative trend lines in the charts
(Figure 1) show graphically, this unilateral restraint
enabled Soviet_military programs to outpace their
Amenican counterparts during the early 1970's. To
realize these advances the Soviet Umion had to
spend up to twice as great a share of its natonal
output because its economic production remained
substantially smaller than that of the United States.

The Soviet Union has evidently been willing to
bear heavy costs to maintain the momentum of its
military programs. As long as this momentum contin-
ues. and the Soviet Union continues to value its
growing military strength so highly. the prospects for
reciprocal restraint are unpromising—even though it
has approached, and in certain respects even ex-
ceeded, a position of military equivalence to the
United States. Fortunately, we have temporarily
benefited directly and indirectly from the strength of
other nations. However, the United States will have
to arrest, and in some cases reveise, adverse

~nds In the balance of Soviet and American
s-ength to reinforce Sowiet incentives for more
mutually binding restraints on their arms programs in
the fu.re.

The Need for Agreed Limitations

If negotialions sometimes have unsatisfactory
sonsequences, so, too, do “informal” arr .ngements
that attempt to paper over a negotiating impasse.
For a penod of almost 3 years, from 1958 to 1961,
the United States, the United Kingdom, and the
Soviet Union suspended nuclear testing in an effort
to facilitate negohation of a nuclear test ban treaty.
That experience offers useful lessons in the pitfalls
of inforral restraint. )

Unilateral initiatives designed to promote progress
in arms control are sometimes difficult to distinguish
from efforts to gain propaganda advantages. There
had been unilateral offers, first by the Soviet Umon
and later by the United States and the United
Kingdom, to suspend nuclear testing, but these
offers came afler the parties had just completed
extensive test seres. Not loo surprisingly, the selt-
serving offers were not reciprocated Then. nn No-
vember 7. 1998, President Eisenhower announced
that the United States would cantinue ts suspension
of testing despite the most recent Soviets ts and
a selfimposed test moratorium began

Understandably, the parties to the informal mora-
torium had sharply conflicting views about the terms
on which it should continue: The United States was
concerned about the possible consequences of a
prolonged and unverifiable suspension of testing.
Accordingly, President Eisenhower’s initial proposal
carried a time limit of 1 year. Toward the end of
1959, he announced that the U.S. moratorium on
testing would expire on December 31st, but he
pledged that the United States would continue to
negotiate and would not resume nuclear weapons
tests “without announcing our intention in advance
of any resumption.” There were in fact no tests by
the United States, nor any substantial preparations
for tests, prior to the Soviet Union's resumption of
testing in August 1961.

On August 28, 1959, the Council of Ministers of
the U.S.S.R. had announced that the Soviet Union
would not resume testing except "in case of resump-
tion [by the Western Powers] of nuclear weapons
tests.” There was no time limit contained in this
pledge. France had begun testing, however, and
there were frequent Soviet warnings that the conse-
quences of French testing would be the responsibil-
ity of "the Western Powers.” On May 15, 1961,
following a French test 2 weeks earlier, Soviet
Ambassador Tsarapkin told the Geneva disarma-
ment talks:

The continuance of nuciear weapon tests by France places
the Soviet Union In @ situation which may compel 1t to resume
atomic and hydrogen bomb tests . . .

The commitment of both sides to the testing
moratorium was thus hedged and tentative. Tension
was heightened enormously when the Soviet Union
resumed testing on August 30, 1961 with an exten-
sively prepared and highly publicized test series.
There had not been any further French testing to
provide even an excuse for this action, which was
clearly intended to demonstrate Soviet power and
influence the crisis over Berlin. The political impact
probably was worse than if there had been no
moratorium. Amerncan public opinion was shocked
and emiittered. When the Soviet Union completed
its test sernies and proposed a new moratorium,
President Kennedy, in an address on March 2, 1962
declared:

we know enough now about broken negobations,

secrel proaparations. and the advantages gained from a long
test series nover 1o offer again an uminspected moratonum
Seme may urge us 1o try it again, keeping our preparabons o
tost A constant state of readimess But in actual practice.
parthcutarty in g society of free choice. we cannot keep
toptight scientisls concenlraling on the preparation of an
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ltotically. the negotatng deadiock on a test ban
trezaly wias finally broken by another U.S. unilateral
intatve  Speaking at American University on June
10. 1963, President Kennedy pledged that the
United States would refrain from conducting nuclear
tests in the atmosphere as long as other states also’
tefranedt He indicated that a ban limited to atmos-
pheric teshing could be adequately venfied by means
Acceptable 1o the Soviet Union. There was an
almost immediate Soviet expression of interest and
the Linted Test Ban Trealy was intialed 6 weeks’
ter in Moscow

If the 1963 proposal i1s an example of a successful
unitateral iniiative followed by negotiations, the ear-
ier elforls demonstrate the Inadequacy of unilateral
achons alone as a subshtute for negotiated agree-
ments lasting a longer perod. When nations disa-
gree. unilateral wnatives "cannot bridge the gap.
There 1s danger that each side will merely put
forward s own tering on an “all-or-nothing” basis.

Arms control must be a continuing and expanding
process. Measures which limit or restrain competi-
tion in one area must not exacerbate it elsewhere.
For example, despite the obvious importance of
efforts to limit strategic arms, these weapons are
only a small part of the armaments of the superpow-
ers, consuming only a fraction of their military budg-
ets. They by no means even include all nuclear
weapons. As the strategic balance stabilizes, the
tactical or regional balances, both nuclear and con-
ventional, increase in importance. Also, limitations
on nuclear weapons must be supplemented by
mitations on conventional weapons and on arms
transfers. Nor can arms control be limited to the
Superpowers alone. The interests of all the nations
of the world are intimately involved in arms control.

Bditor's Note: The initiatives concept as introduced in this essay

diviers

stanificantly from the Peace [nitiati ves Strategy introduced

in the next two ossays., Among the differences are the sense of goals,

he
the
fiolds

ditfevence between isolated acts and an initiatives strategy, and
attempt in the following two essays to link initiatives in other .\
to the problem of gaining reciprocation when "nations disagree',
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Editor's Note: The essay which follows is a concise statement of

an approach to international conflict which takes seriously the goal
of ending war. The essay states the assumptions underlying that
approach, identifies the basic goals which must be achieved to end
war as a legitimate means of resolving international couflict and
introduces the peace initiatives strategy for achieving those goals.

Fvery context sustaining an approach to interna-
tional conflict involves a number of assumptions.! We
have made some of the most important of ours explicit
here.

ASSUMPTIONS

1) Something is wrong in a world in which war is
accepted as a right and reasonable instrument of
national polics. A world in which nations train men
for mass violence is 8 world that should be changed.

'2) Conflict among men is in the nature of things;
organized mass violence is not. We will not rid the
world of hatred or of individual and small group
vialence, but we can end war,

3) Ending war is not contingent on achieving a
world of perfect justice and harmony, nor does it re-
quire a fundamental alteration in human souls or
psyches. Ending war does not require resolving all
the tensions that lead to conflict.

4) A perspective on foreign policy adequate to
present international reality will recognize and meet
the threat to our nation’s security and to democratic
values posed by power organized in other national
and ideological camps. It will thercfore seek changes
of understanding and policy in those power centers
as well as in America. :

5) But such a perspective must emphasize initiative
action by our country. For in a time when the joree-
ments cssential to controlling the threat of war seem
hevond reach, only action not dependent on priar
agreement can change the sitnation and make agree-
ment possible. There are initintives our govermm-ht
conld take which are more likely to lead the world
towuard a stable peace than our present, dominantly
military poh'cy, or the enrrent most visihle alternative
—an attempted withdrawal from world affairs,

6) Work for a world without war which takes in-
telligent account of threats to democratie values and
institutions posed by other power centers is in the
hest interest of our country and expresses the best
in our traditions. It is not a threat to them.

7) Responsibility for such wark rests with indis
vidual citizens as well as political leaders, Layinen
as well as experts have a critical role to play i mak-
ing onr country a leader in work for a world without
war.,

$) But government provides the process by which
a world withont war mayv he hoth achicved and sus-
tained. Our commitinent is o representative, demo-

eratic government hy which nigjorities rule and to

conceptions of individual and minority rights, which
set limits to and legitimize governmental anthority,

9) Man can reason and should. With all its short-
comings, a commitment to rationality is an essential
requisite in the process hy which we will end war.

10) Whatever the odds. we are required to try.

We make no formal argument for the validity of all
the assumptions stated. To do so would involve a long
and difficult analysis of alternative assumptions and
an attempt to establish the snperiority of those we
have accepted. Some evidence for the validity of some
of these assumptions has been provided in other see-
tions, but a full argument cannot he made within the
confines of this book. We have, therefore, simply
stated the ideas helieved to be true which undergird
the political statement that fallows.

EstannisinNe tHe CoaL

Waorking to bring an ¢nd to war requires estab-
lishing alternative means throngh which nations cin
resolve their conflicts and defend their values as they
act on their presently divergent views of what con-
stitutes justice and sceurity. The obstacles to ending
war are not simply in the domain of geagraphy and
power that is, of geo-politics—but also in the domain
of ps;y(:lm-pl,)litics_ the eurrent crisis of mind and will,

In the shadow of Hiroshima the will to work for
an end to war was manifest. Tt is no longer. Instead,
new and old justifications for war urge mankind to dis.
aster. At the heart of the context presented here is a
reaffirmation of the right goal: ending war,

Elements in our American heritage turn us to this
goal. Our religious traditions teach man’s innate dig-
nity and worth. From them has emerged a gradually
developing coneept of law that protects us from the
arbitrary nse of power and insists that the state is the
servaat and not the master of men.

Reprinted from To End War (New York: Harper & Row 1970), copyrighted

by the World Without War Council
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Our own recognition ot contemporary threats to
these values dictates acceptance of the goal of ending
wir, for the power of other states is not the only
threat to this tradition. It is also threatened by the
inexorable requirements of organization for modern
war and by the tragic parallel rejection of o non-
violent democratic process by many of our own voung
people, caught in the moral and political contradic-
tions of un America that is waging war,

The root values of our political tradition, the flexible

pluralism of onr nation, its immense power—all make
possible a significant contrihution to attempts to end
war. One can recognize the limitations of what the
United States ean da, while still rejecting munv voices
now calling for a lowering of goals. The perspective
presented hére réjeets a withdrawal from international
responsibility, as it rejects the helief that a dom-
inantly militarv poliev can fulfill that responsibility or
secure our own future,

Tuie Fssentian OuyecTtives

‘What are the essential objectives of those com.
mitted to achieving a world withent war?

A world without war is a world in which agreement
on nniversal, complete and enforceable disarmamenrt
has heen achieved and put into effect. Bt disarmia-
ment alone is not a sufficient objective, for it cannot
be maintained withont alternative proccchues for re-
solving conflict and establishing justice in world af-
fairs, Tt cannot be maintuined without law., Achicving
disarmament and establishing law are, therefore, the
first tvo objectives. But there cun he no law without
a sense of world community. If a disarmed world
under law is to be based on consent, instead of im-
posed by violence, there must he a (]vvvlopvd sense
of wnity and mutual responsibility: among men, The
third objective is, therefore, a strengthened sense of
world comanunity.

Moast men, however, do not want law and st;ql)ilit}'
if that entails keeping things as thev are. They live
wnder conditions of deprivation or exploitation, and
thev want change. In Asia, Africa and Latin Americen,
ceconomie, political and social change can come with or
without mass vielence, but it will come, A fourth « h.
jective, then, for those committed to work for a world

without war is to provide peaceful channels and
well-conceived programs for needed change and
development.

Those seeking to commit this nation to leadership
in achieving a just and stable peace must also find
wiys to change those attitudes and policies of other
nations that black the road to peace. The single-
minded focus on the Communist cenemy that for se
long gave cohesion, whether sensible or not, to U.S.
poliev has given wav to a new realization of a rapidly

changing world, one in which sixty-six of the 141
nations on our State Department’s list are new natjons
which have achieved independence in this generation,
The primary concern of these new nations is to estab-
lish national unity and a national character. Their
desire to project their new identity adds new prob-
lems to the obstacles posed hy the older nationalisms.
In this explosive scene it is more important than ever
to assess realistically the power and purpose of key
clements in the Communist world. Such an assess.
ment rejects both the view of Communism as a de-
monie, unchanging, monolithic force, and also the
umvarranted optimism which ignores the threat to
democratic values and world peace posed by some
current attitudes and policies of Communist nations
and political forces. A fifth objective, then, is to move
other nations to join us in pursuit of a disarmed world
under Jaw—one in which change can come without
chaos, and hopeful trends toward material well-being,
education and freedom for all men can be encouraged.

Since values must be defended and needed change
is often rejected, those who turn away from mass vi-
olence must propose other means by which conflict
can be resolved and change achieved in the Com-
munist world in the devcloping nations and in the
West. Thus peace research, particularly the applica-
tion ol the theory of nonviolence to international
couflict, and experiinentation with nonviolent tech-
niques for conflict resolution, is another essential
requisite of progress on the road to a world without
\var.

Finally, progress in the achievement of “he other
six objectives is unlikelv unless men and nations are
impelled to work for them. That recognition of obli-
gation comes when mien touch those root values which
assert the brotherhood of all men or encounter that
knowledye or anthority which sustains the command.-
ment “Thou shalt not kill." Whether based on a hu-
manistic ethic or a religious  dictum, widespread
understanding of why men should turn from war, and
action conusonant with that undcrstnnding, is a scventh
essential requirement if governments are to lead in
ending war,

Seven objectives, then, together raake up a world
without war approach to foreign policy discussion:?

1. General, complete and ‘enforceable disarma-

ment

2. Growth toward world law

3. World vommunity

4. World economie and political development
Bringing other nations into agreement on the

pursuit of these goals

6. F.uuMing change without violence

7. .-\ﬂirming fundamental values

A DyNaaag

How ean the perspective outlined above provide
stundards for prdgment when o specific war/peace
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isene 1o enconntered® Before deriving those standdards
first

foon wenknes

from the disenssion thas fars we noest note &

limitatior of the approach cutlinedd Tt

thit i and

why so many thenehtfind peopls are no lonver inter-
stoetie-

carch of the obieetives

widel rrenenised that explaine in et
esteed i universal divimmmen? or workd Lo
mente: to e meaningfnl
requires agreement. And the privnary lewson from
twenty.four vears of international !u-r_{c;!i;tfiﬁnk i that
wie cannot reach avreement. The Gfth o

B
-
E

eneompiaes and is the prereauisite to mest o
others.

Ts there a policy which heging with todav's reality,
which can act in situations where agreement has not
heen achieved, and aet to produce new incentives and
prossures that make agreement more likedn?

There is such a policy perspective. It iea po“oy of
Arwnetican Tnitintives,

AnrERicaN INITIATIVES

A policy of Ameriean initiatives is based on the
helief that a dominantly military U.S. foreign policy
cainmat produce growth toward @ sworld withont war
or develop successful appesition to the spread of
totalitarian p(»]ili(":ll svatems, A faearable judgment
of the feasibility of an initiative policy does not re-
(nire an optitnistic assessment of the realities of power
and pnli(-v in the Saviet Union or China, One can,
for example, he profonndly prssimistie about present
pnli(-y in Peking and vet come to the conclusion that
initintive pmpm:\l.\' for U.S.-China policy involve less
risk and greater promise for fmprovement than docs
coutinued isolition and potential military confronta-
tion. The heart of the initiative :\.ppm:l(_-h lies in the
very different question it sicky to answer: instead of,
“How can onr military power best influence their
political and military policy.” a peace initiative ap-
proach asks, “What non-military acts can we take that
give promise of producing the change in their atti-
tude and policies that must come if we are to reach
agrecment on disarmament and world law?”

“Ihe initiative approach works with the processes of
change. It rejects acquiescence to an opponent’s wil}
as it refuses to seek his destraction. It sceks instead
to change him, A policy of peace initiatives is cis-
tingnished by its goals—world disarmament and world
law—from the more familiar nilitary initintives that
constitute an arms race. Bot its methad i a very sim-
ilar ane. Tt does not wait for agreement. Tt pursues its
purpose by umilateral actions. A peace initiatives
policy recognizes that any final scttlement must bu
hased on common consent, hut asserts that there are
cituations (Vietnam is clearly one) in which only
independent action taken without prior agreement
can create a sitmtion in which agreement becomes
possible. A peace initiatives palicy secks to form vee-
tors of influence on and within an opposing political
svstemn that conld move that system toward agree-
ment on world disarmement and world law.?
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CONDITIONS FOR A SHCCRSSFUT,
INFrIATIvES Pony

Ciomee e et tiee notn create the canditions that

chancing thee e fronment within whdch the
of wpposing jrolitienl systems cet.

prinvipie here is the same one that urdes a
socvinuation of the arms risce: men rv,\'pmui ta their
[ RER S P
v ot which inereases internal pressure on Ras-

e, An initintive an(-v secks to create an

N and oodnese leaders to respond to poace initia-
thvea, Sirainarly, an initiative policy focuses external
forees and world opinion on the need for clumve in
these leaders” military polinies, as well as in our gwn.

I By chenging the balence of politicul forces within
the oppeving systems” leadership. _

froponents and apponents of ABM deployment,
of “thick” and “thin” systems and all the other eles
ents in our ABM or MIRV controversies, surely vxist
in the Soviet Union. "Dove™ and “hawk” camps exist
in every nation, U.S. initiatives conld witally affect the
enteome of internal arguments over the feasibility of
necgtinting @ general and complete  disarmament
rreemnent.

“r. By bringing pressure for reciprocal action to bear .
on and within the opposing system.

The American failure to hring significant pressure
t, hear on Hanoi «nd the NLF to end the war in
Viethem is n case in point. Could geauine peace
initintives do what military pressure has failed to do?
What would be the impact, for example, of a unilat-
eral American cease-fire (save wnder attack) com-
Kined with politic:ll initiatives that opened the way
for the NLF to pursue their political objectives by
means other than vinlence?

31ost of the people of Vietnam are fichting neither
Commumist aggression nor  American imperialism.
They are fighting for their lives. ITanoi and the NLTF
have felt no pressure fram them to end the killing
hecause the U.S. has heen successfully identified in
the minds of many {(in Vietnam and around the
world) as the force that makes the killing go omn.
American initiatives to end the killing and to identify
the forces that prefer victory to peace conld change
the situation. This approach is very different from
current  discussions of “Victnamizing” the war,
whether presented in the Nixon administration’s con-
text or in that of a peace novement that concentrates
solely on withdrawing American power instead of on
ending the killing. An initiative approach aims at
ending the killing in a way that moves us toward
rontrol of the threat of war. 1t defines negative and
positive incentives that could move the Vietnamese
combatants toward @ negotinted settlement (2 301).

Similarly, the arms race is an obstacle to most of
the world's population participation in the frnits of
industrialization. A strategy of American initiative
acts, even if unsuccessful, would hring pressure to
hear on the powers which prefer the risks of an arms
race to the risks of disarmament; for snch powers are
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obstacles to the new natons' desire for rapid eco-
nomic dcv«-]oplm-nt. Turning to internal pressures,
todav’s students are one example of an important
group in most of the major powers that would work
internally for a positive response to genuine peace
initiatives.

d. By opening alternative nonviolent courses of
action through which an opponent may pursue his
aouls, .

An initiatives policy offers hope of regaining a per-
spective on security and the pursuit of justice that can
turn men from present reliance on mass violence or
national military power. For many, despite thermonu-
clear weapons, there now appears to be no alternative.
A peace initiative poliey would reject and seek to
control violence, even as it accepted and opened chan-
nels for political conflict and jts nonviolent resolition.

Initintive acts may not be immcdiﬂtv]y reciprocated
in A given situation hnt may still he useful and im-
portant steps. Properly undertaken they can aid in
establishing the und(.-rsmndings and precedents neces-
sarv to contain new stages in the arms race or new
threats of war, Since confusion over wha ig initiating
a new stage, and who ig merely responding to the
other side, is the usual justification for cach new
stage. there is enormons value in acts which help
identify and isolute thoge political forces committed
to continning the arms race.

Bunaive ax INITIATIVES Poriey

There is nothing new in the idea of uni:ateral ini-
tiatives. The Soviet Unian hag for years jummed or
stopped jamming the Voice of America as a way of
signaling 4 change in Soviet attitude. As simple an
act as inviting a foreign head of state to visit this
conntry, as potentiatly significant an act as President
Nixon’s announcement regarding American cessation
of research and stockpiling of bacteriological weapons,
and even the very limited steps taken recently to
change U.S-China trade relations are unilateral initia-
tives, President Kennedy's announcernent, in his 1963
Ameriean University speech, of a unilateral American
cessation of nuclear testing in the atmosphere was an
impartant peace initiative that clearly aided in the
sucees.ful achievement of agreement on the nuclear
test ban treaty.

What would be new would be a policy of initiative
action to end war, There was a perind early in the
sistics when attention for a time foeused on the initia-
tive idea. Premier Khrushehev called for o poliey of
“mutual example.” 1The Carnegiv Fndowment's fiftieth
anniversary project in 1961 sought suggestions of uni-
lateral steps the United States could take to improve
the praspects of peace. Other research agencies
worked on lists of American initiative acts  they
deened desirable and feasible,

But no policy was ever enunciated.

Doing so would involve a clear and comprenensive
statement of goals essential to nchieving a world with-
out war, It would require a planned series of initiative
acts—not isolated gestures, but a deliberate, graduated
set of injtiatives designed to move us toward each
goal. Such a policy would include careful thought as
to what must he done to create or exploit the condi-
tions (outlined above) that would make reciproca-
tion most likely. ,

With regard to disarmament, for example, agree-
ment on complete banning of arms in Antarctica and
outer space has been achieved, What could be done
to extend zonal disarmament to other areas? Could
the United States designate a segment of this coun-
try—say New England—as a disarmed zone open to
international inspection? How could that initiative
engage the U.N. and other international agencies?
What other acts by our government and private agen-
cies could maximize internal and external pressure on
the Soviet Union to reciprocate by naming a single

disarmed area within the Soviet Union? How could
these zones be extended? What would be the most
likely countries in Africa willing to designate a dis-
armed zoneP What approaches should he made to
governments therep

Since inspection. is a key.to the disarmament prob-
lem, at what peint should the United States authorize
“inspection by the people” of all U, disarmament
initiatives? That is, specifically state the U S, citizen’s
moral obligation to report any violation of disarma-
ment initiatives (or any subsequent international
dgreements) to an international agency. What appeals
to specific elites and age groups within the Soviet
Union; what Russian traditions, what realities of
domestic Soviet politics and what possibilities of pres-
sure from world opinion give promise, if properly
exploited, of a favorable response to this initiativep
How cau the facts of extensive Bovernmental controls
within Soviet society and the idcologicnl barriers to
a sense of world community, be overcomep

Tt is this kind of detailed thinking extended to each
of the major goals considered ahove that would be
necessary to construct an nitiatives poh‘cy.

Any initiative approach requires a carefully thought
out policy involving prior public announcement of
the act and ijts inteation and suggested possible re-
ciprocal moves. The degree of risk involved in each
step would have to he carefully ealculated, What, for
example, would we risk if we took seriously the pro-
posal to make the DEW line (Distant Early Warning
lme) an international guarantor of warning against
nuclear attack, a warrant that America secks security
from such an attack, not only for our nation, but for
others, or, what would we risk if we tied reduction
in our arms hudget to problems of eapital needs in
the dcvcloping nations?
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An initiatives policy would relate  disarmament
moves © - acty strengthening growth toward world
law. There have been, for example, proposals for
American initintives to internationalize control of the
Panama Canal. Such an agreement conld provide a
model for international control of international water-
ways and thus a step toward eliminating situations
that have in the past led to war. Repealing the Con-
nally Reservation (thus ending a situation in which
the United States and not the International Court of
Justice determines when the Court has jurisdiction in
cases involving what the U.S. might regard as a domes-
tic issue) is another cxample of a unilateral uet in
the world law area that properly undertaken could
encourage reciprocation by other nations comnmitted
to growth toward world law. An unarmed World
Peace Brigade far scrvice on war-threatened borders;
opening selected American editorial ecohinns 20 Comn-
munist Chinese editors (and requesting reciproca-
tion); U.N. chartering of international corporations—
there is no shortage of specifie ideus of how injtiatives
by our country could have a heneficial impact on eco-
nomic and political relations, international faw and
international organization and problems ranging from
population and space research to economic develop-
ment. We do not attempt here to list these, or to sort
the sound from the unsound. Our purpose is to intro-
duce the idea, not to spell out a full policy of Amer-
ican initiatives.

There have becn two widely different approaches
to a policy of American initiatives, One emphasizes
the reduction of international tension and sees as the
central problem creating an atmosphere of mutual
trust in which agrecments, previously thought impes-
sible to achieve, may be reached, Just as an arms
race is a form of unilateral but reciprocal tension-

increasing activity, this approach recommends uni-
lateral but reciprocated tension-decreasing activity.
Another initiative approach views more soberly the
reality of the conflict that prochices the tension, and
focuses on the problem of praducing sufficient pres-
sure to move recalcitrant national leaders to make
the desired reciprocal response. A combination of
reduction of threat and coercive pressures, both intue.-
pal and external, to force reciprocation, is the ap-
proach recommended here.

We face a situation in which every plan for puace
comes up against the fact that it requires agreement
and we do not agree. In that situation many say we
cither surrender to other nations’ will, or continue to
rely on our military power to prévent them from
imposing that will. There is a third choice. It re-
quires that we act in situations where agreement can-
not be reached in ways most likely to create a changed
situation in which agreement hecomes possible, A
policy of Amerigiin, initiatives for peace provides the
needed dynamics.*A poliey of American initiatives en-
gages us in the right endeavor: progress on our part
toward the right goals and the attempt to define what
must change in Soviet, Chinese, and others' attitudes
to make possible the achievement of those goals.

101

Needed change will not come easilv, [t will not
come in response to culls for trust in international
afairs (as if nations were men). It will not come at
all exeept it response to pressure for such changes.
Some of thesn pressures e how apparent in bnr
society and in others, A world without war approach
cidls for an American poliey primarily focused on
defining and taking the steps we can take to maximize
the chances for hupeful change.

“Such an American initiatives policy could immedi-

ately provide the dynamies for at least the minimal
goals: no further expansion of the arms race; a serions
attempt to begin closing the gap between the very
rich and verv poor nations of the world: and t(-mpc;-
rary political settlements to defuse the three key ex-
plosive arcas of Southeast Asia; the Middle Fast snd
Germany, Such a policy, however, goes far beyond
initial steps and temporary settlements. Tt recouhizvs
that the awesome threats to man in the rom;‘lindor
of this centurv—nuclear war, hunger, population, the
poisoning of our environment, the fragmenting new
separatisms and the developmental agonics of the new
nations—are of such a magnitude that only interna-
tional cooperation by presently opposed great powers
and new world organization can resolve them,

Cun we form the will which is the essential reqnisite
for the pursuit of such a policv? Have we a President
capable of such an initiative? Are we now a nation
capable of responding to such leadership?

One need only examine the character of our present
peace movement to see that we do not yet have even
2 citi‘zcns' peace effort with such a perspective, let
alone a government committed to it.

33
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VEL, D, PEACE INITIATIVES REVISITED, by Robert Woito®

The preceding essay was written fo the 1960's, when the balance of
strateslc armaments hepan sl .fting from clear U.S. superiority to equiv-
alence with the Soviet Union. This shift plus other factors-~the fallure
to conclude a SALT 11 agreement, the likely impact of new technological
innovations such as the guidance systems of the Cruise missiles and the
new Missile X, and nuclear proliferation--necessitates a rethinking of
the 1n1t1atLVLs strategy

These changes suggest the following questions:

-~ Given strategic equivalence at significantly higher levels of
forces, does a 10% reduction of such forces become a less sig-
nificant peace itunitiative act? Or would such an act endanger
allies?

-- Given that the Cruise missile may eliminate the distinction
hetween strategic and tactical nuclear weapons (a distinection
critical to the success of SALT I), does the impending deploy~
ment of Cruise missiles hinder further arms control negotiationsg?

-~ Given nuclear proliferation and the evolution of highly soph~
isticated conventional armies such as Iran's, how would a peace
initiatives stracegy be carried out with many power centers
instead of just two?

n addition to such new questions, there remain many old ones:

-~ Given the effects of the Vietnam war and Watergate plus the
domestic conflicts of the 1960's, is the U.S. capable of
carrying out au initiatives strategy?

-~ Gilven the preeminence of dictatorships in international organ-
fzations, can such orpanizations be reformed to fulfill the
vole outlined for them in a peace initiatives strategy?

A Complete answer to cach of these questions is beyond the scope of
this essay, The bagic questiou which i+ answered is this: Are there in
1977, ron-military peace initiative acts which this country should take
which could gain the reciprocation of other powers?

#*This essay is a reworking of a policy statement adopted by the World
Without War lIssues Center-Midwest Board of Directors, March 30, 1976,
[ have benefited from comments by Willium Epstein, Jim Green, Tom Halstad,
Gene loRoque, and many others. Towell Livezey and Karen Minnice provided
editorial comments and laura Akgulian substantially edited and revised
the manuscript. Fach of the above would no doubt disagree with parts of
the es»ay For which [ am alone responsible,
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During 1977 ncpotiations are expected in an effort to complete
SALT Il and to achieve mutual, balance: force reductions in Europe.

At the U. 1. and elscwhere, proposals will be put forward concerning
nearly cvery facet of the arms race. I[nformal and formal discussions
will be held. But over 30 years of such discussions has produced

only minor agreements (sece page 67). These agreements have diverted
the armg race into different areas without altering the basic thrust
to higher and higher levels of armaments by more and more states,
When negotiations fail, peace initiatives remain the only realistic
choice between ylelding to an opponent's will and increased bellig-
erency. :

Many, of course, argue that no one really wants arms control
much less disarmament. A peace initiatives strategy is designed

for those who do.

A peace initiatives strategy could break negotiating deadlocks.

It could do so by altering the international political climate and by

bringing into greater influence, those seeking arms reductions, The
peace initiatives strategy does not depend upon the existence of a
peacekeeping/pedace-making system to replace the balance of terror at
the outset~-~it is designed to aid in the creation of such a system,
The goals essential to a world without war are stated in the preceding
essay; here many specific peace initiatives toward the goal of general
and complete disarmament are offered.

Examples of initiative acts toward the other goals concludes this
cessay., The prospects for reciprocation to disarmament initiatives is
enhanced by initiative acts toward the other goals. The development
of a comprehensive set of interrelated, mutually reinforcing peace
initiatives acts remains an unfulfilled, urgent research task. Accom-
plishing that task is needed if we are to test whether it is possible
to achieve a world without war.

Toward Arms Control and Disarmament

Today the basic steps needed to halt and reverse the arms race are:

I. Intention-clarifying peace initiatives.

2. VForce-reducing initiatives reducing one side's armaments.,

3. Reciprocal force reduction by all other equivalently armed
powers.

4. Proposals leading from an arms race to arms reduction and
finally to disarmament. These proposals could become the
basis of negotiations; however, if such negotiations fail,
the proposals would be replaced by force reductions peace
initiatives, or even nonviolent, coercive initiatives
(designed to elicit reciprocation),

5. Strengthening of peacemaking/peace-keeping institutions as
the arms race abates.

)
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6. Verification of arms reduction measures after disarmament is well
advanced. Although national technical means are adequate at the
outset, and throughout most of itg pProcess, achievement of dig-
armament requires international, on-site inspection; thus, for
example, the existing consultative framework in which the’Uu,s§,
and the U.S.S.R. question each other about compliance with SALT
must be broadened.

7. Enforcement of negotiated agreements by the international com-
munity, using non-military incentives to achieve this end., Like
verification (step 6), enforcement is not éssential at first, but
becomes indispensable as disarmament procedes.

Peace Initiative Actg

The phrase '"peace initiatives" has acquired many connotations, Ag
used here peace initiative acts are: (a) tangible; (b) goal-oriented;
(c) designed to lessen military threat and gain reciprocation,

Speeches announcing new policy or statements of intent are sometimes -
called peace initiatives, However, frequently a verbal commitment by one
side is contingent upon action by the other side and thus is consistent
with preparation for or continuation of war., A sincere peace initiative
act should therefore involve tangible change: for example, a unilaterally-
Initiated cease-fire, a percentage force reduction, or even the actual
governmental reorganization necessary to pursue disarmament goals,

Since every peace initiative act is a small step towards a goal,
keeping sight of that final objective is crucial: otherwise, tempting
short-term decisiongs might steer reciprocation and further initiative
efforts in the wrong direction.

Finally, peace initiatives are either a form of sacrifice or a lessg-
ening of military threat to others seeking the same goal; for example, a
percentage force reduction, a 1% GNP contribution to world development
Programs, or a transfer of revenues derived from a national canal to an
international waterways authority all constitute valid initiatives which
one nation might undertake. Such moves by one country will hopefullw
set an example for others and when combined with other initiatives in-
crease the pressure on an adversary state for a positive response,

Peace initiative acts in the disarmament field can be divided into
at least three categories: intention—clarifying, force reduction, and
nonviolent coercive initiatives. FEach 1s briefly introduced, then
specific initiative proposals designed for the 1970's are offered,

L. Intention-Clarifying Peace Initiatives

Intention-clarifying peace initiatives indicate an active desire to
Pursue disarmament goals, but are not themselves reductions in armaments,

PRI
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Coal: .The U.5, should announce its willingness to seek general and
complete disarmament under effective international controls, as agreed
to in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, and should demonstrate its
commitment to that goal by the following acts:

Peace Inftiative #1: The U.S. should publish statistics on its own
forces, etcs, as well as estirates of all other counties' forces; it
should then turn this information over to the U.N., emphasizing that
corrections and explanations by other ‘powers are essential for more
accurdate, useful statistics the following year. The U.N. sFm .7 . in-
vited to discuss these reports and to suggest appropriate inwu. . .nal
institutions and procedures for verifying such data.

Peace Initiative #2: The U.S. should continue to require'every U.S.
conventional arms or military technology menufacturer and exporter
(including govermment agencies) to obtain an export license specifying
the contents and destination of each shipment; it shculd now require that
such information be made available to the U.N.

Pesce Tnitimtive #3: 1If other countries have not begun supplying similar
{nformacion cn their armaments and arms transfers after six months, the
V.8, should volunteer its satellite surveillance system plus intelligence
inf tion on world military armaments to the U.N.; in additiom, it
should offer to pay one-half the costs of maintaining the satellite
system for the Intermational agency handling disarmament (whether it is
the U.N., International Atomic Energy Agency, ete,). Non-governmental
fustitutions which now make such estimates, e.g., the Stockholm Interna-
tional Peace Research Ilnstitute, would then check the completeness and
accuracy of such information, thereby stimulating voluntary participation.
of other states in this process.

By verifying cutrent force levels, the above initiatives would help
define levels of parity in reciprocal, percentage armaments reductions.
Moreover, they would signal a change in attitude and priorities to the
{nternational community. By including all countries in its statistics,
yet lesding itself, the U.S. by these initiatives would recognize the
existence of many centers of military power today.

Changes in govermmental organizations and programs also indicate
comnitment to disarmament goals. The U.S. should undertak: the fcllowing:

Peace Initiative #4: The U.S. should significantiy increase the U.S. Arms
Cc ol and Disarmiment Agency budget and broaden its mandate, enabling it to:

--vesearch peace initiatives, non-violent international conflict, civ-
{1ian (non~violent) defense, and peaceful methods of effecting needed
change, Developed in this century by Meshatma Gandhi and Martin Luther
King, Jr., non-violent techniques can build a--sease of community bet-

. ween adversaries in a conflict; further investigation of their use
in international conflicts is urgently needed; e

--explore the factors which encourage or discourage reciprocati: a, thi
to be done in conjunction with similar governmental ~genci:- aund non-
govermmental peace research centers;
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~~update plans for converting U.S, armaments mainufacture from
military to peacetime production; also, the agency could develop
appropriate legislation limiting the impact of military contract
losses on workers, industry and communities; '
~~make the currently required Arms Control Impact statements con-
cerning new weapons systems public; publish disarmament impact
statements as well, indicating the problems and feasibility of
particular force reductions, disarmament Initiatives, etc.
G
Peace Tnitiative #5: The President of the U,S. should support creation
of a United Nations University, a National Peace Academy, and a U,N,
Research and Analysis Centrer for Arms Control and Disarmament; he should
ensure that among these institutions' main tasks are the refinement of
the goal of general and complete disarmament and the development of peace
initiatives or negotiable plans for achieving it.

Peace Initiative #6: The President should include the head of the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency 1in the National Security Council; he
should also expand the ACDA's consultative framework to include %now-
ledgeable peace researchers from private gchools and organizations,

Peace Initfative #7: The Executive Branch should'publish annual reports
delineating the purpose and present statusg of disarmament initiatives,

Peace Initiative #8: The U.S. Congress should insist on representation
in all international arms control and disarmament negotiations; it should
study the arms control impact statements now provided and should use its
authority to limit or Stop armaments programs and transfers which damage
4rms control negotiations or counter force reduction peace initiatives.

Pecace Initiative #9: The U,S. President should issue an ex=cutive order
authorizing U.S, citizens who learn of or suspect U.S. violations of
international disarmaments agreements to report such infractions to the
appropriate international authority; Congress should pasgs a companion
resolution. The Presidential order should be automatically

renewed every two years 1f other countries establish éorresponding auth-
orizations for,their citizens; however, failure to reclprocate here may
not be crucial if electronic and othes espilonage devices adequately
assure compliance with an agreement ogx Tesponse to initiativeg,

Peace Initiative #10: U.S, scientific organizations should require members
to report breaches of international disarmament agreements, Once done,
these organizations should persuade other national and international
scientific groups to adopt similar rules. The U.S. government should

make such a commitment a prerequisite to regsearching military contracts

or technology with military implications. In addition, Scientific organ-
fzwtions should insist that all research be open and published, and that
national and international bodies of scientists study and evaluate the
military impact of scientific investigation and discoveries,

Peace Initiative #11: Non-governmental u.s, organizations~-religious,
labor, businecs, professional, educational and civic--should Intensify
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their interest in arms control and disarmament issues, inform their mem-~
bers of pending decisions, and insist that govermment lead in initiating
force reductions. Through either their branches or analogous groups in
other countries, they should rouse an international constituency pressing
for initiative action by their respective governments. Fach of these
non~governmental gxzuups could contribute a different area of expertilse:
religious groups could clarify the values underlying efforts to achieve

a world without war; labor and business could discuss positive and negative
. consequesnce of disarmament on their income and how to minimize the neg-
ative offects; educational institutions could study how traditional sub-
jects relate to the arms race, etc.

[I. Mutual Force Reduction Peace Initiatives

Once a nation declares that it shall seek general and complete dis-
armament, it can actually reduce forces in four distinct ways while nego-
tiations continue. These are:

a. A Freeze: halting production of new weapons systems--a significant
step towards breaking thn momentum of an arms race since weapons
production is a lengthy process.

b. Percentage Reduction: ¢ unilaterally initiated, fixed percentage
force reduction which is repeated if the first reduction is reci-
procated by an adversary.

¢. 7onal Disarmar <: declaring a particular area of the earth a
disarmed zone -.g., Antarctica, the sea-bed, ana outer space);
or the banning of a particular weapons system within a zome (e.g.,
latin America is a nuclear-free zone).

d. Conventional Armaments Reduction: applying techniques (a), (b),
and (¢) to stem the tide of conventional as well as nuclear arms

races.
Tta. A Freeze

Goal: To prevent nuclear proliferation, 're advocate: (1) a comprehensive
test-ban treaty beginning with a moratori «n on underground testing by the
U.S. and the U.S,S.R.; (2) universal monitoring of nuclear power plants by
the I[nternational Atemic Energy Agency (IAEA); and (3) the conducting of
nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes only when authorized by some com-
petent international authority under the U.N. If these goals are not
achieved through negotiation we recommend the following:

Peace [nitiative #12: The U.S. should unilaterally stop testing all nuclear
devices for two years and agree to make this test ban permanent if the
Soviet Union reciprocates. If they do not, the U.S. should resume testing,
but only on a one-to-one basis.
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Peace Initiative #13: The U.S., should unilaterally place all of its nuc=
lear power plants under TAFEA safeguards and urge all other nations poss-~
essing nuclear facilities to do likewise.

Peace Initiative #14: The U.S. should either require that all spent
nuclear fuel be returned to the U.S. for reprocessing, or build regional
reprocessing plants and ban all nuclear assistance to countries that
acquire national uranium enrichment or plutonium reprocessing technology.

Peace Initiative #15: The U.S. should make information on peaceful
nuclear explosions readily available; it should coordinate detonation
efforts with other nuclear and non-nuclear powers if the anticipated
benefits of such an explosion outweigh environmental damages,

Peace Initiative #16: The U.S. should implement improved Ssecur.ty
measures when transporting nuclear materials, In addition, the U.S.
should step up research on reducing the weapons potential of nuclear
wastes and on alkternative energy sources, thus sparking international
efforts to mect energy needs through a less dangerous means.

Peace Initiative #17: Pending acceptance of an international convention,
the U.S. should pledge cooperation in preventing theft and pursuing stolen
nuclear materials, as well as refusing asylum to nuclear thieves and teor-
rorists,

Goal: To prevent qualitative refinement of exlsting armaments or creation
of new nuclear or non-nuclear weapons of mass destruction, we recommend
ending production of all nuclear weapons systems and a halt in the manufac-
ture of other weaponry. If negotiations to achieve this are unsuccessful,
we recommend:

Peace Initiative #18: The U.S. should unilaterally freeze its development
and production of all nuclear weapons delivery systems for one year, Spec-~
ifically, we advocate a freeze on at least these systems: (1) the B-1
Bomber; (2) the Trid nt submarine; (3) MARVs; (4) Cruise missiles; (5) the
mohile MX missile; and (6) other systems not publicly known. The U.C.
stiould ask the Soviet Union to reciprocate by freezing development of their
Backfire Bomber, their new generation of ICBMs, and others not disclosed
publicly,

Peace Initiative #19: The U.S. should sign the draft treaty abolishing

use of lethal chemical weapons. Then it should begin a phased destruction

of existing weapons stock, verified by international inspectors, and should
complete such destruction vnen the Soviet Unicn and other nations are con-

ducting equivalent programs,

A}

. ITb. Mutual Force Reduction Tnitiatives

The intention-clarifying initiatives described above demonstrate the
U.S."'s willingness to pursue disarmament. As reciprocation to such initia-
tives occurs, mutual force reduction initiatives begin (although force
reduction is not contingent upon prior initiatives and could therefore
start any time). Mutual force reduction initiatives are unilateral cuts
ia existing forces which are repeated if an adversary reciprocates,
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Goal: The numbers of strategic delivery systems possessed by the super-powers

should be mutually reduced, Since negotiations have consistently failed to
achieve this end, we recommend:

Peace [nitiative #20: The U. S, should unilaterally reduce each of the triad

of forces currently operational - 5% for SLBMs, and 10% for ICBMs and bombers.
(If the preceding initiatives have been reciprocated, these percentages could be
increased.) Based on 1975 figures, this would entail removing 176 land-based
missiles, 33 submarine-launched missiles and 42 long-range bombevs from opera-
tional readiness. The iaitial reductions should include MIRV'd delivery systems
in the same proportion as they exist in current forces; MIRV'd warheads should

not be transferred to the remaining strategic delivery systems.

If the Soviet Union reciprocates, reducing its respective forces by a
similar 5 and 10%, the U. S. should cut away an additional 5 and 10%. This
process could then be set up on an automatic, six-month basis which, after
four years, would continue only if other countries owning strategic delivery
systems participate. .

One reason for the previously advocated freeze on new systems is that
Cruise and Missile MX weapons are not as easily detectable by national verifi-
cation, plus an enlarged Consultative Committee (part of the SALT I agreement)

could monitor and check reciprocation to the above initiatives. R

In addition to strategic delivery systems, the U. S. and the U, S. S, R,
possess numerous tactical nuclear weapons, many of them stationed in Western
and Eastern Europe.

Goal: ;%e U. S. and the U. S. S. R, should continue discussing mutual, balanced force
reductions in Europe. Since lengthy negotiations on this subject have made
little progress, we recommend:

Peace Initiative #21: The U. S. should reduce its tactical nuclear warheads in
Europe by 25%, and should agree to remove another 20% when the Soviet Union
reciprocates the first 25%.

During this process, European regional organizations should aid in
inspecting and verifying compliance with negotiated agreements or reciprocation
to peace initiatives. This assistance could include permitting access to
national technical means of verification and admittance to the SALT I - established
consultative committee, Other regional arms races should be approached in like
manner, with their regional organizations playing a similar role.

IIc. Zonal Disarmament

A disarmed zone is a geographical area in which weapons of war are
prohibited. The purposes of a disarmed or "nuclear-free' zone are: a) to
prevent the arms race from spreading to new areas; b) tc psychologically prepare
people in specific locations for security without weapons; c) to break an
impass¢ in percentage reductions (e. g., when a force reduction initiative is
not reciprocated, but one cf.the powers wants to keep the disarmament procrss

" going); and d) to increase the number of people 1iving in nuclear-free - aud

O

hopefully, weapons-free - areas.
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Goal: Through negotiations, the U. S. should seek establishment of nuclear-free
zones in Africa, the Middle East, East Asia, the Micronesian Trust Territories,
and the Indian Ocean., If these goals cannot be reached, we recommend: '

Peace Initiative #22: The U. §. should sign Protocol I of the Treaty of
Tlatelolco, and should also encourage France to do so. Protocol I would then
be ratified when the Soviet Union ratifies Protocol II, which commits nuclear
powers not to use or threaten use of nuclear weapons against signatories.

Peace Initiative #23: The U. S. should Pledge not to use or threaten use of
nuclear weapons against non-nuclear states, as encouragement in the creation
of other nuclear-free zones,

Peace Initiative #24: The U, §. should declare the Mlcronesian ‘“rust Territory
in the South Pacific a disarmed zone; it should chen begin phased withdrawal of
its forces, continuing down to local police levels if other naval powers promise
to respect the zone.

ITd. Conventional Armamentsg

The techniques of freeze, percentage reduction and zonal disarmament apply
to conventional as well as nuclear arms races. The suppliers of conventional
arms are now many, although the U, S. remains the largest manufacturer and
exporter. We believe that as the above initiatives are taken, reciprocated, and
new international verification and inspection agencies are created, new approach.
to conventional arms control will be feasible.

Goal: Through mutual, balanced reductions, the U, S. should seek ultimate
elimination of arms transferral and export abroad., If agreement on these goalg
18 not reached, we recommend:

Peace Initilative #25: The U. S, should halt shipment of all conventional arms
for three months; it should extend this halt if other arms suppliers agree first
to ceilings on shipments, then to a timetable for eventual elimination of such
shipments. Conferences securing regional arms reductions and providing ins:irna-
tional peace-~keeping forces r'us peace~building programs should accompany this
initiative,

Peace Initiative #26: The U. S. should require that domestic weapons manufac-
turers report arms production and exports to the U. N.; it should request all
other manufacturers in the world to make similar reports. The U. S, would
continue this procedure if other countries reciprocate after two years.

Peace Initiative #27: The U, S. should place the same controls on exporters of
arms technology as those imposed on arms exporters,

Ending conventional arms races would occur more rapidly if there existed a
permanent, standby, U. N. peace-keeping force armed only with light weapons for
use in self-defense. Such a force would act as an intermediary, policing cease-
fire 1lines, moaitoring the fulfillment of negotiated agreements, and perhaps
supervising elections to yesolve conflicts., If negotiations fail to achieve
this end, we recommend:

Peace Initiative #28: The U, S. should designate and train commnunications and
other appropriate‘uniCI to aid U. N, peace-keeping missions.
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[T0. Honviolent Coepeive Pewee Tt intivoo

if after iotention colariiying and fore: rediieticon initiatives ave tried
and if thev fail to wain appropriate reciprocttion, or if o viotation of nn
agreement takes place, there ig arill o thivd ¢ oice ather than that between
surrender and reenterine the arms s, Donv foleut cacreive peace initiatives
are actions desivned to prt cconcadce, cnciat or politicil pressnre on a country
to reciproxtte,  Nwonvioleal ceereiue (nitialives would probably ooly be feasible
if a high depree of consensus iu the world community wis achieved by the pre-
ceding types of initiatives. LF there were vidasproad agreement that only one
participant in an arms race refused to reverse that race, the following nen-
violent hut cocrcive measures might be faitianted by those committed o disarm:
an economic boycott of A country's prodacts, refusal of the country's curreney
in international exchange, 2 refucsal to necopt the cvountry's passports, nou-
violent demonstrations hefore the country's Lmbassv avd Consulates, infermetionatl
leafletting i the comntry's capical or brordeast: £o the public, ewposure of
internal human vights violations and o rofuerl o rrade comrodities such as
grain. Such actions would be ol L iabte:d duratrion and would end £ the country
reciprocited a pence inltintive, '

Palicy k omnmepdation.  We helicve tin stidy of cuch measures should be
nndertaken
means of gainive coemplionee with nogetiab d oprecsents or veciprecation to
peace initiatives.

Ar onee to determine theiv feosibility and approprizteness as

1V, Felated Worlbd Wivnour ¥ Ceals

The chances oi gainina reciprocarioun by cthers to the above  ccommetded
initiative actsg is increascd as progress is made roward the related goals
listed below. The examples iltostrote how initiatives toward cach geal could

be macds now.

Strengthenine interattional wwrhority into inst ratd wpable ol
providing a Timited wor bhd Tow,

Peace lnitiative #79: The U, S, should scek mstabiishment in Geneva ol a World
Oceans Anthority and seod o dol gation rherve to haly develop the institution
needed.  lntil other reprosentatiees ariive, the . S, delegates would begin Lo
liconse amd collect reyaltics frow any Ul §. Lrirme wining sea-bed wminerals,
These royaltics would be paid into world dovetopment bhanks, making clear that
those countries aot acting ainilar ape hoacUiting privitely from rescors
whirh beloar to all boeanity,

Goal: Building a e of ot cotanteia
Peace Initiative #7 thie U 8, should sy the panese poverment s ogmit to

establish the United tingle. . taiversitye 1L shoc 1t slao establish a dational
Peace Acdemy and as’s thal Lorh o cdree it
the cnrricalom an ponviolent ways o procgseing Perernational conflict,

inatitutions' charters focvs povl o

Goal: Strenotiorine thwonld : noir Coeopreds s Tor gpmetectiog int oot [RROR A
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Peace Jnitiative #31:  The U. 8. should invite journalists from other countriesg
Lo investipgate any U, S. human rights problem. Newspapers should be asked to
cooperate by providing space for such asscssments and for governmental and non-
sovernmental responses.  The other countries involved should then reciprocate by
permitting similar access by U. S. journalists and space in their newspapers,

Goal: A sustained attack on world hunger and a long~term economic development
program,

Peace Initiative #32: The U. S. should pledge six million metric tons of grain
per year to alleviate hunger or to help create a World Food Reserve and call on
the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) to provide an equivalent
share of the needed fertilizers,

Goal: An increased capacity for ncnviolent con‘lict.

Peace Initiative #33: The U. 5. should support the development of a nonviolent
international peace force trained to act as intermediaries and as conflict
resolution speciatists. These intermediaries should be assigned to U, N,
agenceics working in crisis areas, thus developing on site contacts useful in
crisis wituations, '

Problems and Opportunities

Once a process of descalating the arms race and progress toward the above

goals begins, there will be lew opportunities and new problems, How far, for
example, can the Soviet Union disarm without changing the balance of forces
between it awe: China?  When should conventional force reductions be phased into

the process?  How much Progress must be made toward each of the related goals
to make continued disarmament initiatives feasible? Although the answers to
cach of these questions is important, not having the answers should not prevent
@ cour rv from beginning a strategy of peace initiatives.

These questiong suggest difficulties which must be s0lved to achieve
general and complete disarmament. We believe that if the super-powers would
begin a process such as that outlined «bove, the obstacles would be signifi-
cantly casicr to overcome. There would be created a new climate, with
different assessments of intention, a new willingness to express in behavior
the commitment to world without war goals, and different assessments by world
public opinion alout who or what is blocking the path to peace.

A
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ViEi. ASSUES

Dacisions concerning each of the specific proposals listed in Part
IV w411 be made this year. Such decisions will be made by national and
intggMaglonal leaders, by non-governmental organization leaders and by
conceThed citizens,

Sych decisions become issues when you must choose "yos' or ''no'",

10w are listed the ma jor areas of the arms countrol and disarmament
fie|d» following by questions which will probablv be answered, at least
tempd¥ayily, ;28 or no in the next few years.

1. 5St%hgtegic Armamencs
4+ Will a SALT II Agreement be reached? Will ic limit the strategic
2Tys race?
p. Will the U.S. build the B-1 Bomber?
¢+« Will the U.S.S.R. build the "Backfire" bomber?
4. Will the U.S. refine the Cruise missile? Other new systems?
¢+ Should new Trident submarines be built? Should the communications
5¥stem be improved? )
f. Will pnew MIRV's be added to existing strategic armaments?
4. Should the Mobile X missile be developed?
. Will the Soviet Union build a new generation of TCBM's?
i. Can the naval arms build~up be -~versed?

2. 1 lear Proliferation
2. Will new countries go nuclear’
P. Stould the International " tomic Laergy dgency be strengthened to
etgple 1t to prevent diversion of spent fuel to military weapons
COoystruction?
€. Can a comprehensive cuclear test ban be achieved?

_5. Is there a need for Priaceful Nuclear Explosions?

3. fegional Arms Races
2. Will mutual balanced force reduction in Europe take place?
P. Can nuclear weapons in Europe ue¢ reduced?
€. Can the flow of arms to the Middle East be reduced? reversed? ended?
d. can the build~up of armiments in Africa, Latin America, and Asia be
enged or reversed?
2. Will new disarmed Zones be created?

4, Mijitary Spending
2. How much should the U.S. appropriate for military spending this year?
P. What percent of a country's GNP goes for military spending?
C. What are the human costs of the arms race?

5. Cogventional Arms
2, nan a suppliers' agreement be reached to halt the arms trade?
P, C(an conventional arms control, reduction and disarmament be achieved?
€. Will conventional and environmental weapons be hanned?

6. DPogestic
4. Will the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency be adequately funded?
b. Is this country prepared for conversion to peace-time production?
¢, s peace research adequately funded? conceived? relevant?

7. Inpernational
4, Will internationz! organizations be able to play an effective role
in the disarmament area? Will they have the authority? the will? the values?

A
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K. BESOURCES FOR ACTION
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Periodicals

Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, Bernard Feld, Editor in Chief, Samuel Day, Jr.,
Editor, published monthly. Focuses on disarmament issues, their technological
as well as social implications. '

Bulletin of Peace Proposals, Marek Thee, Editor, International Peace Research
Institute, Oslo, quarterly. Covers a wide range of peace ‘elated problems
including the arms race and disarmament issues.

PYFEPYRS SR

Fellowship, Jim Forest, Editor, Box 271, Nyack, New York 19960. Published by '~~~ """
the Fellowship of Reconciliation, it brings a pacifist perspective to. bear on
disarmament issues. : -

Foreign Affairs Quarterly, Hamilton Fish Armstrong, Editor, 58 East 68th Street,
New York, N. Y. 10021, Regularly publishes articles on arms control issues.

It usually focuses on arms control measures oOr shifts in strategic doctrine
concerning superiority versus parity.

345 East 46th Street, New York, N. Y. 1001388 Often challenges the assumptions
of Foreign Affairs by introducing minimum deterrence arguments into the national
debate,

Foreign Policy Quarterly, Samuel Huntingmn1i§f Warren Demian Manshel, Editors,

. .
N,

LY
\

International Security, Albert Carnesals and Michael Nacht, Editors (quarterly),
9 Divinity Avenue, Harvard University, Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138.
Specializes in arms control and security issues.

‘Scientific American, Gerard Pigl, Editor, 415 Madison Avenue, New York, N. Y.
10017. Regularly presents articles on arms control issues and on the dangers .
of the continuing arms race.

- -

Other publications, like Saturday Review, and newspapers like the New York
Times and Christian Science Monitor, regularly include articles on the arms
race and on disarmament issues.
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tan, althoueh alarmed at the tapid growth of all levels
of Soviet armanients, hers examunes the factured <ense
of polucal commiunity in the U S.. and doubts the U.S
Can Mount an efeetive war,

"7 The New Nuclear Debate, Keberr Gestert und

I Brvan Hebar, 06pp, 1976, Council on Reliion and
Internations Apaes. 3206 A discussion of »hether
mutnal assured destrucnon®’ (MAD) or strategic
panty ™' s the preferred doctrine now and raises both
practcal and moral questiuns about sach,

History and Negotiated Arms Control
Agreements

LB Armn Control ‘and Disarmament Agree-
ments, Texts and History of Negotiations, {!§
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 159pp,
1975. /S Government Printing Office. $1.80 A vala-
able st of each treaty since 1925 and the current status
of .each Tells how much and how little has been
achieved

139, Arms Control, Moving Toward World Secur-
ity. Armis Conteol and Disarmament Agency. 18pp,
1976, U'S Government Printing Office. § 70 Provides
hrnel, answers to questons such av *'Wheo iv the
Enetny? Nuclear war is one enemy that ail nanons
share.”” Also, “'How much is enough for Deter
rence?”, " *Could deterrence fail?'' | and **Can we rely
on Agreements 2

10, Verification: The Critical Element of Arms
Control, 32pp, 1976, US Arms Controt and Dis-
armament Agency. § 55 Survevs the forms of verifica-
ton —- national technical means (satellites, electronic
evesdropping, espionage), technical data sharing and
internanonal nspection and concludes that verification
of compliance with arms control agrecments is essentiul
1 any agreement. This government publication main
tains that national technical means, by themselves. are
not always adequate

211 The Superpowers and Arms Control, From
Cold War to Interdependence, Walter €. Clemens,
Jr192pp, 1973, Lexington Books, §13.50 Puts tech
nical aspects of arms control in political and historical
perspretive and applies social science approaches such
as ravonal actor and organizational process models to
clarify decision-making within both SUPCT-PUW €S,

512 SALT: The Moscow Agreements and
Beyond, Musan Willrich and John Riunelander teds. ) .
361pp. 1974, Free Press. $9.95 Ten arms conirol ex
perts here explore the many diverse considerat: 1. jn-
volved in negodiating the first Strategic Arms Linnip..
tion Treaty In addition, a number of issues in SALT Il
are clanfied,

{313 Nuclear Arms Control Agreements: Process
and Impact, G.W Rathjens, Abram Chayes, & JP.
Rutna, 72pp. 1974, Carnegie Endoument Jor Inter-
natingl Peace, $1.00 This work argnes that partial
armis control agreements can be an impetus to new
WeIPONS programs in areas not covered by the agree-
menn s section on verification and cumpliunee with
dureements s dlw valiable,

Arms Control and Disarmament Issues:
Overview

" '11. The Last Chance. Nuclear Proliferation and
Armis Controf, Witlum Epstein, 341pp, 1975, Muc-
millan, 314.95 From a background of over twenty-
hive years experience on disarmament issues at the
UN | Epstein analyzes the new dangers of nuclear pro-
literation, and offers specific proposals for ending pro-
hicranon and for zona!l disarmament and arms reduc-
twon. The averview of the arms race since 1945 places
currents events in perspectives and justifies the tide:
things will get worse, unless . . . |

Issues: Nuclear Proliferation

U115, Facts on Nuclear Proliferation. A Hand:

book. Congressional Rescarch Scrvice, Library of

Congress, 250pa, 1975, US Governmens Printing
Qtfice. §2.00 Cavers nearly all aspects of the prolifera-
tion problen from treaties, to the nature of nuclear
reacturs to peaceful nuclear explosions and concludes
describing the safeguards needed 10 prevent prolifera.
tion,

{316 NPT, Paradoxes and Problems. Anne Marks
fed.y. 102pp. 1975, Arms Control Associstion and
Carnegre=Endowment for International Peace, $1.50
Partivipants in the Divone conference here conclude
that nuelear weapons parties to the non-Proliferation
Treaty should “*begin to fulfill their obligations under
Article V1 of the NPT to pursue negotiations in good

faith on effective measures relating to the cessation of

the auclar arms race at an early date and to nuclear
disarmamen:, including a treaty on general and com-
plete disarmament.” .

ZI7. NPT: The Review Conference and Beyond,
Repurt by the United Nations Association of the US. A.
und the Assocuation for the United Nations in the
USSR, 36pp, 1975, United Nations Association,
$2.90 The two reports, prepared after joint discussion,
reveal areas of agreement as well as differences con-
cerning goals. The specific Soviet proposals — 2 world

- disarrmament-conlerence, a-10% reduction in the mili-

tary budget of all permanent members of the U.N.
Security Council, the allocation of a part of the savings
to development assistance — could be initiated by either

super-power. . .
98

CHB. “Nucleas Free Zunes”, Willam Epstein,
Scwntific American Reprint, November 1975, § 50
Describes the concept of zonal disarmament and its
successtul apphoation m Lann Amenica Epstein calls
conal diarmament - alternative Wiyt prevent
nuclear praliferation He cnncludes with an assessment
of the praspects for 2onal disarmament in other areas.

Issues: China

2219, The United States, China and Arms, Con-
tral, Ralph Cligin, A Diuk Barnett. Morton Halper.
mmd fernpie Kabiw, 1S3pp, 1975, Broobings Instita-
fien, $2.95 A study of nuclear strategy uas developed
in China’and the implications of China's nuclear pro-
granss for Japan, the Soviet Unjon and the U.S,

20. China’s Disarmament Policy at the United
Nations, Homer Jack. 33pp. 1976, World Conference
nn Religion and Peace, $2 00 An assessment of China's
voting record in the General Assembly and China's

* “approach’wy didaPmament issues in the Securit % Councl,,

Issues: Conventional Arms
«-21. Controlling the International Arms Trade,
Eduard Luck, 16pp. 1976, Unsted Nations Association
of the USA. $2.00

This study by a U.NLA., policy panel concerns
capidly expanding flow- of conventional armaments.
22, The Arms Trade with the Third World,
SIPRI. 910pp, 1971, Humanities Press, $16.50 Pre-
sents the basic facts on thr export and import of arn-

th

©ments from the mujor suppliees ithe US., U SSR.

Fronas and Frgland) 1o clecen difterens regions of the
wurld and details where the arms came from for the
major conventional wars in the 1960°s, esp. the Ni-
gerian Civil War and the Indo-Pakistani war, An in
dupth study of the arnis flow ta the Middle East is also
provided.

{223, The Other Armis Race: New Technologies
and Non-Nuclear Conflict, Geofirey Kemp, Robert
Plaltsgraff, Jr.. and Uri Ra unan {eds.}, 218pp, 1975,
Lexingtan Biooks. $1.4.50 Explores the impact of new
technolugy on concentional armaments and introduces
the political and technological implications.

Issues: Chemical and other Weapons of
Mass Destruction
{324. Chemical Disarmament: Some Problems of
Verification. A SIPRl Monograph, - 184pp, 1973,
Humanitics Press, $13.50 A study of the types of data
10 be reported internationally by a national verification
oryanization to mdke effective a chemical weapons ban.
-23. Napalm and other Incendiary Weapons and
All Aspects of their Possible: Use, 63pp. 1973,
United Nutions, §1.50 As a consequence of a United
Natwns General Assenbly ‘resolution. this work was
prepared no sty the ettedts of soch weapons: the re
port concludes with a call for their prohibition.

Issues: Force Reductions in Europe

[326. Force Reductions in Europe, A SIPRI Mono-
graph. 795pp, 1975, Humanities Press, $11.50 Sum-
marizes ©eent poopsdls on torce reductions. intro-
duces the strategic mititary doctrines of NATO and the
Warsaw Treary Orpanization (WTQj and provides an
analysis of specific issues—balanced symmencal versus

_asymmetrical reductions, conventional and nuclear
»force mixds: arcas 1o be considered and associated

measures.

The United Nations and Disarmament

[227. The United Nations: The World'’s Last
Chance for Peace, Winthrop and-Frances Neilson,
270pp. 1975, New Amerwcan Library, $1.75 A survey
of the U.N."s and the US.S.R."s treaties designed to
achieve general * and compleie disarmament. Also
includid are General Assembly resolutions on disarma- .
ment and texts of international treaties on arms control *

marers
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-+ Social Consequences of Disarmament..

1129 *Twenatvelive at Thirtes Disarmament at
the 30th LN, Generad Assenibly,”™ Hamer ot
AIpp. 19700 S0 Procms the S rewintions oo The
armament .t the 30 UN Gonee ¢ A vaombluand pres
sades the veting revoed

1730 Issues before the Thirty-Fira U.N. General
Assembly, 1770 Umged Nations Avpocatinn 53101
[ntroduces the major issues expected 1o b discussed gt
the 1970 sesunn

(Homer Jack, World Conference snd Relunon amd
Peace regularly publishes reports on o disarmanzent
issues at the U N Wrire hem to receive notificatinns of
new publicatony av they appear 777 UN Plarg,
NY NY 1onl7)

Toward Multilateral disarmament:

Peace Initiatives

iZ31. Policy Statement on Arms Control and Dis-
.armament, World Without War Issues Center. 23pp.
1976, “World Without War Issues Center  Muduen,
$.35 Provides 3 brief statement of the peace initatives
strategy designed first to clarify a nation’s intention to
pursue gencral and complete disarmament and then
offers prace nitiatives designed to end. reverse and
descalate the arms race which are set in 4 pattern o 1n
duce reciprocation by other powers. Offers 26 speatic
pedce inltiatives.

7132. Approaches to Arms Control and Disarma-
ment, Betty Goet: Lall, Chairman, 75pp. 1976, Cont-
mussion-to-Stady the -Organization of Peace, $200
fest 1. Thus report, the results of a two-year study by
evperts m the tield, s aonumneed as otfering s vanery of
nndateral peace initative aces desgned o acheve
muln lateral disarmament, Sepr 1976,

[333. An Alternative to War or Surrender, Charles
Osgond, 183pp, 1962, Umersiy of Mhnois Press.
3135 A pioneer work by the oniginator of the GRIT
{Graduated Reciprocation  in - Tension Reduction)
strategy designed to *‘reduce and control international
tension, create gradually a climate of mutual trust with
in whivh negotiations on critical political and military
issties will have a better chance of succeeding and to
launch a new kiud of internationa! behavior that is ap
propriate to the naclear age

intrease in tension throagh non miticary coercion, may
he usefil in gaming reciprocation,

Unilateral Disarmament and Civilian
Defense

{334, Unilateral Initiatives and Disarmament.
Mulford Sitley, 6app, 1962, Amerscan Friends Ser
vice Commuttee, § 35 A proposal for graduated. uni-
lateral disarmament in which reciprocation by others
is expected. encouraged, but no: a conditon of con
tinuing the disarmament process by one power.

[J35. Civilian Defence. An Introduction, TK
Mabaderan, Adam Roberts and Gene Sharp, 265pp.
1967, Gundhi Peace Foundation, §5.95 An anthrology
of writings applying Gundhian teachings and techniques
1o the problem of a non-military, national defense.
J36. War Without Weapons, Non-Violence in
Nation.al Defense, Anders Boserup & Andrew Muck.
194pp. 1975, Schocken, $2 95 Based on a judgenient
about whar is the most practical and workable means
of defense, the authors argue tha 4 nation trmned in
nonviolent technigues would be more secure and less
vuinerable ta destruction then a nanun trained i the
techhigues of pucdirar deterrenee The authors are
waiting for advecares of mndear dieternnee o bein the
disctrssion of risks

Peace Conversion

[J37. Basic Problems of Disarmament. United
Nations, 264pp, 1970, United Nations, 2350 Pre-
sents three U.N. studies; 1) On the Economic and

the use of Nuclear Weapons: 3) Effects of the use of

- Chemical snd Bivlogical Weapons

" The above works (#'s 31..
& 32) use a similar approach but argue that at times an

2 Theefects ot .y 0 \nnv

8 Disarmygment and Developmeny, Report on
i Fennomu ond Socul Comeguences «f isarma
vt L aeed No $pp. 1970 United Natwons,

Shao Update the ety ool & h,
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39 beace  Conversion, Informazon  Packet,
American Friends Service Commuttee, lonseleas. 5°p,
197, American Friends Service Committee, $2.50
Reprints Walter Reuther’ proposals for an extensive
mihitary production 1o peacetim- production conversion
plan. George MeGovemn's proposed legislation based
on Reather’s testimony and repriv.ts other essays paint-
ing out the costs, wastes and conversion problems re
tated 1o the arms race

#l Testing the Theary of the Military-Indus.
triad Complen, Steeen s wd . 320pp, 1973,
lexington Books, $12 50 Is there a milnary-industrual
complex promoting the arms race for private purposes?
Do military uificers and top defense contractors form an
irresistable lobby n Was wmgon? Or is the public
nterest protected by currélgu inspection, Cnst account-
ing and bid procedures? Are che stated reasons for
bulding new weapons systems the one’s which should
be serousdy constdered 2 This asshadogy supeests how
to test these theses

The Consequences of Nuclear War

41, Worldwide Effects of Nuclear War . .
Some Perspectives, US Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency, 24pp, 1975, US Government Printing
Ojfice. $.50 This study updatey previous assessments of
the effects of nuclear war on th.e ¢nvironment, atoms-
phere. ozone and on people 41 J concludes that there
may be untoreseen consequences 1n the interaction of
the above. **
stidy, there is still much that we do not know.
(142, Long-Term Worldwide Effects of Multiple
Nuciear-Weapons Detonations, Commuttee, Na-
tional  Research Council, 213tj. 1975, National
Academy of Sciences, $8.50 A detailed study of the
etfeets of an egquivalent of 10 hillion tors of TNT beng
esploded i e Northers Heansphere incliding the
vtivcts on the vzone, clinute, radiation, somatic and
genetic effects on humansand  ological damage.

Consequences of Conventicaal War.

(.43 The Wages of War. 1£.6-1965: A Statistical
Handbook. [ Datud Stnger and Melvin Small, 419pp,
102 Wiley, .‘lé‘y"@ Pros ide- a sanstieal survey of
war e recent history which notes wrends, how wiis
begin and ¢nd, and concludss that Certain nation’s are
“‘war prone’”

Tt How Much Waur in History?. Definitions,
Famates, Farapolaizons, ol Trends Frapen A
Beor, O0pp. 1974, Sape Pulhcapnns, $300 A vom
parative studv of convenuonal war costs frome 3600
BC to 1974 A D, with esimates of casualues, and

trends. We nse 1o have more Mmars, bm ‘fewes casualtes Send above checked items to:

than .z presen:. ! .

Gousequences of Disarmament name -
4% The United States it a Disarmed World.

Armoid Walrers, Robert Osgood.  Robert Tucker.

uthers. 230pp. 1060, John Fopkins Press, $2.95

In 1962 the U.S. offered a specific plan for achiev- address

ing proeral and complete disarmament. That plan is

siunnarized here and cri(i:.:iuu by seven scholars. Their city state

analyses of the short-comings of the plan are valuable

for thase studying the problems in achieving disarma- Add $.35 poustage and handlmg rer

ment ind of developing an sdequate plan. dents add 5% sales tax.

International Terrorism

246, lnternational ‘Terror sm. National, Re
gional and Global Perspectives. Yonah Alexander
fed ), 3920p. 1976, Praeger. $22.99 Twelve scholars
from different parts of the world provide conflicting per-

spectives on terrorism. Terrorism in the U.S. (the amail to WORLD WITHOUT WAR BOOKSTORE, aprmect of
KKEK. the Weathermen, the SLA) is considered, as is 1he World Without Wai Council Midwest, 110 S. Dearborn;
terrorism in Latin America (the Tupamaros. esp.). Chicago, 1. 60603: Other Council offices at 1514 N.E.
h Afnica. the Middle East and South Asta. 4 5th Street; Seattle, Wa 98 105: 1730 Grove Street- Be(ke,
CThe Sisset’s attitide towacd snternational gerrorism s ‘ay, Ca. 94709 175 Fitth Ave [ N.Y N Y. 10010 and 1838

constdetanon of errnnsan, ats tlee S st and the
suctesstud pasaage ot the | nten s Preventing
and Pumistang Crumtes agamst Inrernae s asaliy Pritected
Persons

Other Studies

T'AT Psychiatric Aspetts of the Prevention of
Nuclear War, Group tor the Advencemint of Py
chmarry, QIpp. $UGg, §3 00 Thiv s Uy rotsnders some
ot the paschologzal tactors comntanny o the nuclear
arme face aid peschonag al problenic o coanicomaim
ternatsotiad contle s wathens . heee .
CaN Annual Report, 1S res Lontind nd D
arvtemest publnhed anemiiy Wre US
Arms Control and Dopermament Ageney, 210 21t
Street, Washington, 1.C. 20451, The agency also
pubhshes an aunual *'Docuntents on Disarmarnent ™’
which reprints all ol the official letters, treaties and the
hke which occurred during the year

i7.4Y. Nuclear Theft: Risks and Safeguards. Mason
Willrsch and ‘Theodore Taylor, 252pp. 1973. Bal-
linger, $3.95 A vahable study of the increasing risk of
nuclear theit from nuclear power plants with recom.
mendations tor unproved safequards.

250. Oil and Security. SIPRI Monograph, 197pp,
1975, Humanties Press, $13.50 This volume grew:
out of the concern generated by the 1973 il embargo
and studies the potential etfectizeness of oil nn < asous
regions of the world, The study concludes with a secion:
on the nulitary uw-s of oil, and the ethics of eneray.

TIS1. A Study of War, Quincy Wright, 451pp. 1942
{abridged editin published m 1970; University of
Chicago Pressd 33 45 The classiv work which defined
war as 4 subject to be sewdv i atseif as a problem to be
eliminawed.

Apenar,

Despue 30 yrars of development and

Policies ]

To order chock the box next to the items
desired. 1f you want more than one copy.
write the quantity desired in the maryins.
Add $.35 postage and handling: 1il. resi-
dents add 5% sales tax. Minimum order.
$1.00.

We will special order titles not stocked.
Please provide as much information as you
can: author. title, publisher, price. Readers
are invited to suggest new books or pam-
phlets which are relevant to conducting
in’ rna* ~nal conflict without war.

Additional copies of this newsletter. are
available frerr Also available is newsletter
#1: An Over iew vi the War/Peace «eld.

f(Brder form:

... Check tor Iree War 'Peace Field Overview List

Check tor free World Without War Council mtroduction: -

Phone (312) 236-7459

disenssed. s are Palestingan terrorists groups. The g w Jeﬂerson Portland, Or. 97201

volumye voncludes with a deseription ot the UNCs
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C. DECISION-MAKERS ON ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT ISSUES

I. The United States

The President Secretary of State
The White House - Department of State
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue X 2201 C Street
Washington, D, C. 20500 Washington, D. C. 20520
National Security Council United States Mission to the United Nations
0ld Executive Office Building 799 United Nations Plaza
"Washington, D. C., 20505 New York City, New York 10017
Central Intelligence Agency ‘ Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
Washington, D. C. 20505 Department of State Building

320 21st Street
General Advisory Committee on ~ Washington, D. C. 20451

Arms Control and Disarmament
.Department. of State Building
2201 C Street
Washington, D. C. 20451

* Thé "Honorable ..— The Honorable

United States Senate House of Representat: yes
Washington, D. C. . 20510 Washington, D. C. 20515
Committees - Senate Committees - House
Appropriations Appropriations
Foreign Operations Armed Services
Armed Services International Relations
) Subcommittee on Arms Control Subcommittee on International Security
Subcommittee on Nuclear Test and Scientific Affairs
Ban Treaty Safeguards Subcommittee on International Organi-
Foreign Relations ‘ zations and Movements

Democratic Policy Committee
Republican Policy Committee

Joint Committee on Atomic Energy Joint Committee on Defense Production
Commission on the Organization of the Government
for the Conduct of Foreign Policy
2025 M Street .
‘Washington, D. C. 20506

II. International Organizations

Secratary General Disarmament Affairs Division .. . e

- ... United Nations I . Department of Political and Security
New York City, New York. 10017 Council Affairs '

United Nations
" New York City, New York 10017
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European Office of the U. N, Conference of the Committee on
Palais des Nations . Disarmament (CCD)
Geneva, Switzerland ‘ " United Nations

New York City, New York 10017
International Atomic Energy

Agency International Court of Justice
Kaerntnerring The Hague

Vienna 1, Austria ' Netherlands

Organizations of American States
Pan American Union

17th Street & Constitution Avenue
Washington, D. C, 20006

III. Other Countries

France Germany ' India

Office of the Embassy Office of the Embassy Office of the Embassy
2535 Belmont Road Reservoir Road 2107 Massachusetts Ave.
Washington, D. C. 20008 Washington, D, C. 20007 Washington, D. C. 20008
Israel Great Britain Peoples Republic of China
Office of the Embassy Office of the Embassy Mission to the U. N,

1621 22nd Street 3100 Massachusetts Ave. United Nations

Washington, D. C. 20008 Washington, D. C. 20008 New York City, N. Y.

Union of Soviet Socilalist Republics

Office of the Embassy

1125 Sixteenth Street

Washington, D. C. 20036 . Others available on request.

IV. Organizations ( a select list of organizations with programs in the
disarmament field)

American Friends Service Committee SANE
15G1 Cherry Street 318 Massachusetts Avenue, N. E.
Philadelphia, PA 19102 Washington, D. C., 20002
Arms Control Associstion . United Nations Association of the USA
11 Dupont Circle, N. W, 345 East 46th Street
Washington, D. C. 20036 New York City, New York 10017
Center for Defense Information War Resisters League
122 Maryland Avenue, N. E. 339 Lafayette Street )
Washington, D. C. 20002 New York City, New York .10012
Council for a Livable World World Without War Council
100 Maryland Avenue, N. E. 175 Fifth Avenue
Washington, D, C. 20002 New York City, New York 10010
Fellowship of Reconciliatlon Friends Comm.-on Nationa1~Legislation
- Box.271 245 Second Street, N. E.
- Nyack, New York '10960 Washington, D. C. 20002

" Write: Board of Church and Society, United Methodist Church, 100 Maryland
' Avenue, N. E., Washington, D. C. 20002, for "Register Citizen
non-governmental organizations, publications and U. S. House of
Representatives.and Senate Committee Assignments, plus how to write
: to. various governmental officials. )
ST 101

- Opinion" which-lists. religious.organizational offices.and additional.
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THE WORLD WITHOUT WAR COUNCIL

The principle purposes and functions of the Council ave...

to egtablish the goal of ending war as a guiding force in American lifes

to clarify the elements of understanding and belief and to define thg
strategies and tasks essential to achieving the goalg

to engage mainstream organizations and institutions in appropriate
work through their own constituencies to translate these
ideas into national policy; ",

to offer, through national and regional centers of thought and gctivity,
the catalytic, training, model-building, programming and
coordinating services and resources needed;

to_provide a continuing overviéw of peace efforts by voluntary
organizations with the purpose of aiding in the develgp-
ment of common standards and priorities for more effective
work; &

to articulate the basic moral and political values which pravide the °
motivation needed for a sustained engagement fn that
work, .

sty Write the office nearest you for a compleie introduction to the Council’s
v programs, publicationa, ideas, people and work oppartunities,

National Office: 175 Fifth Avenue, New York City, N, Y, 10010

Northern California Regional Office:
1730 Grove Street, Berkeley, California 94709

Midwest Regional Gffice: 110 South Dearborn, Chicago, Ill., 60603
Northwest Regional Office: 1514 N, E. 45th Street, Seattle, Wash, 98108

Other Offices: 1838 S, W. Jefferson, Portland, Otegén 97201
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